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ABSTRACT 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT REFORM: THE IMPACT OF TURNAROUND POLICY 
AND LEADERSHIP ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN KENTUCKY PRIORITY 
HIGH SCHOOLS 
 
Sarah Loraine Hitchings and
Kathryn Nicole Zeitz 
 
April 14, 2015 
 
This capstone investigated the impact of the transformation and turnaround 
intervention models and leadership perception on the achievement of students attending 
Kentucky’s 19 Cohort I and II persistently low-achieving high schools.  In the first study, 
repeated-measures analyses of variance were conducted to show the effect of the chosen 
model on academic achievement of students with test scores obtained during 3 years of 
model implementation.  The analysis indicated both the transformation and turnaround 
model produced significant increases in student test scores over time, most notably in 
End-of-Course (EOC) U.S. History, EOC Biology, ACT Reading, and ACT Science.  
Additionally, between-subjects analyses of covariance were conducted to compare the 
academic achievement scores of students attending transformation high schools to the 
scores of students attending turnaround high schools across 3 years, while controlling for 
differences in socioeconomic status and percentage of minority students in the schools’ 
populations.  Statistically significant differences were found on 2 EOC examinations:  
U.S. History and Biology.  Both favored the turnaround model.  The transformation 
model schools had higher scores on the ACT test areas of reading, English, and science.  
ix 
In the 2nd study, 2 factorial multivariate analyses of variance were performed to 
investigate possible differences between the academic performances of students in 
schools using the transformation model and the turnaround model and possible 
differences between schools that were classified as having relatively high ratings for the 
effectiveness of school leaders versus schools that were relatively low in leadership 
ratings.  Additionally, the combined effects of school model and leadership effectiveness 
were investigated.  For students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, the 
mean of EOC English test scores was higher for transformational model schools than 
turnaround schools.  The ACT data yielded multiple significant findings. Students 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch at transformational model schools had higher 
means on all ACT tests: reading, English, math, and science.  There was some evidence 
that ACT scores in reading generated by all students in the school were higher in 
transformational schools than turnaround schools.  There was some evidence that ACT 
scores in reading and English were higher in schools with high leadership ratings than 
schools with low leadership ratings. 
As educational leaders across the country employ various models of school 
turnaround in an effort to improve the nation’s ever-growing number of failing schools, 
this capstone provides a timely and relevant exploration of model performance and 
leadership characteristics central to this work.  Implications for policy, practice, and 
future research are discussed.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Although their labels are continually changing—low-performing, persistently 
lowest achieving, priority—the attention needed by the nation’s chronically 
underperforming schools has never been greater.  Extreme improvements are needed in 
many of the country’s lowest performing schools.  More than 5,000 schools across the 
United States with an estimated 2.5 million students contained within their walls were in 
the restructuring stage in 2010, and the number of failing schools continues to grow at an 
alarming rate each year (Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, & Lash, 2007).  As more and more 
schools enter the restructuring stage, few are able to make the necessary progress to exit, 
resulting in more than 12,000 schools slated as in need of restructuring by 2014-2015 
(Kutash, Nico, Gorin, Rahmatullah, & Tallant, 2010).  Figure 1 depicts a projected 143% 
growth rate from 2010–2015 of schools in need of restructuring (Kutash et al., 2010).  
Subsequently, finding proven, effective ways to turn around low-performing schools and 
districts has been pushed to the forefront of the educational reform agenda.   
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Figure 1. Projected number of schools in need of improvement, corrective action, and 
restructuring, 2008–2015. Source: The School Turnaround Field Guide, by J. Kutash, E. 
Nico, E. Gorin, S. Rahmatullah, and K. Tallant, 2010, Boston, MA: Social Impact 
Advisors.  
While examples of successful high school turnaround exist, no single model has 
shown guaranteed improved achievement across all contexts.  The federal government 
strengthened its influence in school improvement reform through legislation mandating 
dramatic intervention, such as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002 and the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009.  The restructuring options 
and intervention models proposed by these acts, coupled with increased funding, laid the 
groundwork for high school turnaround efforts, yet research on previous reforms did not 
identify a guaranteed formula for high school turnaround success (Fullan, 2006; Murphy 
& Meyers, 2008).  
 Previous research also has not addressed the impact of leadership on school 
turnarounds, and ultimately student achievement.  Although many of the reform models 
discussed in the review of literature are designed to assess results and perception of 
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school leaders in failing schools, the body of research connecting leadership effectiveness 
with school improvement and student achievement is minimal.  Marzano, Waters, and 
McNulty (2005) conducted a meta-analysis involving 69 studies on principal leadership 
behaviors. The researchers explored the progression between general leadership 
behaviors to more specific behaviors that impact student achievement. Leithwood, Day, 
Sammons, Harris, and Hopkins (2006) summarized their collective literature review to 
prepare for a “large-scale empirical study organized around what [they] refer to as ‘strong 
claims’ about successful school leadership” (p. 1).  Further, Bass (1985) and Hallinger 
and Heck (1999) investigated the influence of leadership style, or specifically, 
transformational leadership on changing or traumatized environments.  Finally, 
Leithwood (2008), Fullan (2006), and Kowal (2009) moved the analysis of leader 
effectiveness into the reform setting, also including the urgency of district support for 
leaders in failing schools.   
This capstone explores Kentucky’s implementation of school turnaround policy at 
the high school level.  The study’s sample includes 19 Kentucky high schools, all of 
which were identified in the first two cohorts of persistently lowest achieving, or priority, 
schools in the state.  Under ARRA regulations, each of these high schools is 
implementing one of the four prescribed intervention models: 
1. In the school closure model, the school is closed and students are enrolled in 
other, higher performing schools in the district. 
2. In the restart model, the school is closed or converted and reopened under the 
management of an effective charter operator, charter management 
organization, or education management organization. 
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3. The turnaround model involves replacing the principal and rehiring no less 
than 50% of the school staff, implementing a research-based instructional 
program, providing extended learning time, and implementing a new 
governance structure. 
4. The transformation model involves replacing the principal, strengthening 
staffing, implementing a research-based instructional program, providing 
extended learning time, and implementing new governance and flexibility 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2010b). 
Ten high schools in the study have adopted the turnaround model, and the remaining nine 
high schools are implementing the transformation model. 
Student achievement scores were analyzed using the American College Test 
(ACT) and End-of-Course (EOC) exams from each of the 19 Kentucky priority high 
schools over 3 consecutive years of implementation of a federal turnaround model. 
Researchers also reviewed Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) 
survey data to measure certified staff perceptions of the leaders in the 19 schools 
identified for the study.  The TELL survey is issued to all teacher, counselor, and 
administrative staff in priority schools.  State auditors consider the TELL survey data 
during their Leadership Assessments. The state of Kentucky uses the Leadership 
Assessment to determine principal capacity in schools identified for redesign. 
The data were analyzed to answer the following questions: Does implementation 
of a federal intervention model increase student achievement?  Which implementation 
model (turnaround or transformation) is most effective in increasing student 
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achievement?  What influence does certified staff’s perception of leader effectiveness 
have on improving student achievement? This study had two purposes: 
1.  Determine whether there is a significant difference between turnaround 
Kentucky high schools and transformation Kentucky high schools in student 
achievement as measured by ACT and EOC. 
2.  Identify the relationship between staff’s perception of leader effectiveness, 
choice of implementation model, and student achievement as measured by 
ACT and EOC. 
We begin this section with a brief account of the history of school improvement 
reform in the United States and discussion of the federal government’s influence in 
public education policy.  Next, we provide an examination of the School Improvement 
Grant (SIG) initiatives instituted during the administrations of George W. Bush and 
Barack Obama.  We then turn our attention to the state of Kentucky, as we discuss the 
state’s methods of identification of lowest performing schools, implementation of SIG 
funds, and adoption of specific reform practices.  We end this review by providing an 
overview of Kentucky’s previous and current models of assessment and accountability.   
A History of School Improvement Reform 
The first large-scale educational reform in the United States began after the 
launching of the Russian satellite Sputnik in 1957.  The rapid advancement of the 
Russian space program induced a panic, as leaders in the United States felt as if 
international peers were academically outpacing their youth.  The federal government 
responded in the late 1950s with a massive effort to overhaul the educational curriculum.  
Specifically, the nation’s policymakers turned their focus toward the improvement of 
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math and science preparation (Fairchild & DeMary, 2011; Fullan, 2000; Zavadsky, 
2012).  The reform sought to revamp the curriculum and organizational structures of 
schools.  Despite an abundance of funding and innovative ideas, most observers 
concluded that change was not realized at the classroom level (Fullan, 2000).     
In the same year the Soviets launched Sputnik, the U.S. Military was called to 
assist and ensure the safety of a small group of African American students attending 
Little Rock Central High School, signifying the height of the country’s Civil Rights 
Movement (Fairchild & DeMary, 2011).  Throughout the next two decades, the United 
States endured a turbulent era characterized by the Space Race; the Civil Rights 
Movement; and the country’s participation in the Vietnam War, where nearly 60,000 U.S. 
lives, many in their teens and early 20s, were lost (Fairchild & DeMary, 2011).   
After two decades of social, economic, and military strife, decline in educational 
progress resulted.  The extent of the educational crisis was made public in 1981 when 
President Ronald Reagan charged the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
with assessing the quality of education in the United States.  The commission focused 
largely on the educational experiences of the country’s teenagers attending public and 
private high schools across the nation.  Their report, entitled A Nation at Risk: The 
Imperative for Educational Reform, highlighted a variety of indicators associated with 
high school students’ lack of critical thinking skills, declining achievement on 
standardized tests, and the ill-prepared state of high school graduates in regards to college 
and career skills.  The National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) released 
sobering results:  
Our Nation is at risk.  The educational foundations of our society are presently 
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a 
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Nation and a people.  What was unimaginable a generation ago has begun to 
occur —others are matching and surpassing our educational attainments.  (p. 1) 
A Nation at Risk attributed the nation’s declining educational achievement to 
“disturbing inadequacies in the way the educational process itself is often conducted” and 
made recommendations to aspects of the educational process such as content, 
expectations, time, teaching, and leadership (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983, p.14).  Recommendations called for strengthening high school 
graduation requirements, adopting rigorous standards, devoting more time to learning, 
improving teacher preparation, and strengthening accountability of leadership (National 
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).  The commission sought to generate 
improvement of the nation’s educational system, and their report served as a catalyst to 
what Smith and O’Day (1991) referred to as the first wave of U.S. educational reform.  
The resulting reform featured a top-down approach focused on the inputs cited in A 
Nation at Risk, such as instructional time, graduation requirements, and teacher quality 
(Smith & O’Day, 1991). More than 20 years after Sputnik, the push for large-scale 
reform began anew, this time with a focus on school improvement and accountability. 
In the later 1980s, a second wave of reform, characterized by a bottom-up 
approach, emerged (Fullan, 2009; Smith & O’Day, 1991).  Reformers in this second 
wave focused on the process of change itself and the people and schools closest to the 
work (Smith & O’Day, 1991).  As the turn of the century neared, authors such as 
Kotlowitz (1991), Kozol (2012), and Suskind (2010) provided the general public with 
scathing portrayals of disparities in educational resources and experiences among 
children from varying races and socioeconomic backgrounds.  The works exposed 
inequalities similar to those made evident in the landmark Brown v. Board of Education 
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(1954) ruling and confirmed their enduring existence some 40 years later.  Works such as 
these provided detailed descriptions of the tragic educational experiences of many 
minority students in America’s public schools and called attention to the vast disparities 
between White students and students of color.   
A third wave of reform became prevalent at the turn of century.  This wave was 
characterized by an increased focus on accountability efforts.  Specifically, reform efforts 
during this period emphasized the public reporting of schools’ standardized test scores 
and graduation rates and a coherent, systemic strategy for orchestrating change on a large 
scale across a majority of schools (Fullan, 2000; Smith & O’Day, 1991).  Tests were 
often aligned with standards for student performance. This third wave of school 
improvement reform encouraged educators and reformers in higher education, local 
school districts, and nonprofit organizations to engage in comprehensive school 
improvement work in an effort to better address the achievement of diverse student 
populations (Comer, 2004; Doran & Drury, 2002).  Focus was placed on the achievement 
of all students, and reform efforts shifted to entire schools’ implementation of best 
practice, research-based instructional methods (Zavadsky, 2012).  The comprehensive 
school reform movement began, and initiatives such as effective schools research, the 
school choice program, the charter school movement, and the small schools movement 
attempted to improve school performance and enhance student achievement (Kutash et 
al., 2010).   
The comprehensive school reform program was supported financially by the 
federal government in 2001, when Congress allocated $235 million in an effort to raise 
student achievement through the implementation of effective, comprehensive models in 
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2,000 schools (Kutash et al., 2010; Zavadsky, 2012).  The effort symbolized a return to 
the large-scale reform of the late 1950s and early 1960s, but the 21st century version had 
increased pressure and more intensity than early large-scale reform attempts.  
Comprehensive school reform sought to holistically address all aspects of school 
operation: curriculum, instruction, professional development, parental involvement, and 
school organization (Orland, Hoffman, & Vaughn, 2009).  However, a 5-year evaluation 
of the comprehensive school reform program concluded the movement failed to yield 
widespread improvement in student achievement or performance gains in its selected 
schools (Aladjem et al., 2010; Orland et al., 2009).   
History appeared to repeat itself with another large-scale reform producing 
insignificant results as measured by classroom-level change (Fullan, 2000).  Critics cited 
a lack of guidance and funding to support the comprehensive reform efforts (Kutash et 
al., 2010).  A 1999 study by the American Institutes for Research found only three 
(Direct Instruction, High Schools That Work, and Success For All) of the 24 whole-
school comprehensive models researched had positive effects on student achievement.  
The sustainability of comprehensive school reform models were also questioned, as few 
schools continued to implement their models with fidelity 3 years after initiation 
(Datnow, 2005).  Although evidence of comprehensive school reform models’ positive 
impact on student achievement exists (American Institutes for Research, 1999; 
Holdzkom, 2002; Slavin et al., 1996), effectively replicating and sustaining their effects 
has been shown to be difficult (Bifulco, Duncombe, & Yinger, 2005; Borman, Hewes, 
Overman, & Brown, 2003; Datnow, 2005).   
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Federal Government’s Influence in Public Education 
School improvement reform consistently assumes high priority on the national 
policy agenda.  Its attention and urgency has been impacted both by the historical events 
described above and numerous policy movements, which are discussed in this section.  
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was landmark legislation in 
asserting the federal government’s influential role in national public education.  Signed 
into law in 1965 by President Lyndon B. Johnson, ESEA combined federal funding with 
policies targeting the support of educational opportunities for the nation’s impoverished 
youth (Forte, 2010).  ESEA has been reauthorized numerous times over the years, most 
notably in 1994 and 2002 with the passage of the Improving America’s Schools Act and 
NCLB, respectively (Forte, 2010).  The Improving America’s Schools Act required states 
to implement key elements of statewide performance standards, statewide assessments 
aligned to those standards, and statewide accountability systems (Brady, 2003).  NCLB 
extended the concepts of the Improving America’s Schools Act by requiring standards 
and assessments to be applied across additional grades and subject areas and by creating 
specific regulations to define states’ systems of accountability (Forte, 2010).   
NCLB 
President George W. Bush signed NCLB into law in January of 2002.  President 
Bush’s reauthorization of ESEA included a drastic modification to the Title I SIG 
included as Section 1003(g) of the act (NCLB, 2002).  With the passage of this 
legislation, the nation’s lowest performing schools endured scrutiny in unprecedented 
quantities (Duke, 2012).  NCLB included major revisions to the original legislation, as it 
called for stronger accountability, increased school choice and autonomy, and 
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implementation of research-based best practices in teaching (NCLB, 2002).  In addition, 
NCLB tied federal dollars to school accountability and subjected low-performing schools 
to punitive measures if improvements were not made. 
The first iteration of the SIG program under the George W. Bush administration 
provided federal funds to states through a formula-based process dependent on the 
number of economically disadvantaged students served in local districts.  NCLB (2002) 
mandated every student be tested annually in English and mathematics in Grades 3–8 and 
once more in high school.  NCLB allowed states autonomy over selection of their 
standards, assessments, and establishment of benchmarking for determining adequate 
yearly progress (AYP).  Although states were given control over the determination of 
their standardized tests, the bill required student assessment scores to be disaggregated by 
five defined subgroups: low socioeconomic status (SES), students with special needs, 
English language learners, African American students, and Hispanic students (NCLB, 
2002).  For schools to make AYP, each subgroup present must achieve the same 
established benchmarks of proficiency.  Under these regulations, it was possible for the 
performance of a small number of students to result in a school’s identification as 
“persistently low performing” (Herman, 2012, p. 26). 
Schools failing to make AYP and reach NCLB achievement targets for 2 
consecutive years were required to allocate funding to professional development, 
implement an improvement plan, and offer students a transfer option to a higher 
achieving school (NCLB, 2002).  Requirements and sanctions, such as corrective action 
and restructuring, were added with each consecutive year of failing to meet AYP.  After 5 
consecutive years of failing to make AYP, schools were required to restructure and were 
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given the options of replacing a portion of the school staff, closing and reopening as a 
charter, contracting with a private management company, undergoing state takeover, or 
implementing other major governance restructuring that made fundamental reforms 
(Duke, 2012; Herman, 2012; NCLB, 2002; Zavadsky, 2012).   
NCLB sparked an era of educational awareness.  A spotlight was placed on the 
need for common expectations across the nation’s schools, especially those serving the 
most disadvantaged students (Brady, 2003; Fullan, 2009).  However, the legislation was 
criticized for having shortcomings, including inadequate identification of lowest 
performing schools, a disconnect between prescribed interventions and school needs, 
excessive testing of narrow content, quick timelines, lack of staff capacity to provide 
services, and punitive measures that outweigh the benefits. These limitations cripple the 
policy’s ability to improve schools (Darling-Hammond, 2007; Forte, 2010; Fullan, 2009).  
As a result, many states requested and successfully received ESEA waivers, granting 
them flexibility from NCLB. 
ARRA 
The Obama Administration answered the criticisms of NCLB and the call for 
greater oversight of the nation’s low-performing schools with the ARRA of 2009.  Also 
referred to as the economic stimulus bill, ARRA reserved funds for the educational 
purposes of stabilizing education budgets and spurring school improvement reforms 
(Kober & Rentner, 2011).  ARRA signified the country’s commitment to raising student 
achievement in its lowest performing schools by drastically increasing SIG funding and 
allocating an additional $3.55 billion to states according to a competitive Title I formula 
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(U.S. Department of Education, 2010a).  President Obama expressed his commitment to 
school improvement reform in his January 27, 2010, State of the Union Address: 
We need to invest in the skills and education of our people.  Now, this year, 
we’ve broken through the stalemate between left and right by launching a national 
competition to improve our schools.  And the idea here is simple: Instead of 
rewarding failure, we only reward success.  Instead of funding the status quo, we 
only invest in reform—reform that raises student achievement; inspires students 
to excel in math and science; and turns around failing schools that steal the future 
of too many young Americans, from rural communities to the inner city.  In the 
21st century, the best anti-poverty program around is a world-class education. 
(Obama, 2010, para. 49)  
 The national competition to improve U.S. schools was outlined under ARRA, 
requiring states to compete for grants under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund and apply 
for awards to disperse to their lowest achieving schools, a more concise group of schools 
performing in the bottom 5% of the state (Kober & Rentner, 2011; Obama, 2010; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010a).  Applications for ARRA funds included assurances by 
states to make progress in four key educational reform areas: (a) implementing rigorous 
standards and aligned assessments, (b) establishing longitudinal data systems to track 
students’ progress, (c) improving teacher effectiveness and equitable distribution, and (d) 
providing interventions to turn around the lowest performing schools (Kober & Rentner, 
2011).   
   ARRA presented a drastic departure from the previous SIG program in the 
regulations imposed on SIG funding and reduction of state and local authority.  First, a 
portion of the SIG allocation was reserved for schools willing to implement one of four 
intervention models prescribed by the U.S. Department of Education: (a) school closure, 
(b) restart, (c) turnaround, and (d) transformation (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  
School districts selecting the restart, turnaround, or transformation models could apply 
for up to $2 million annually over 3 years with funding available for those schools 
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making progress for an additional 2 years (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a; Wolfe, 
2014).  School closure is typically implemented over just 1 year and requires no more 
than $100,000 of SIG funding for execution (Wolfe, 2014).  Descriptions of each of the 
four implementation models follow. 
 School Closure  
The school closure model calls for the closing of the low-performing school. 
Students are reassigned to higher performing schools in near proximity to the closed 
school (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).    
School Restart 
 The restart model provides low-performing schools the option of transferring 
control of, or closing and reopening the school under third-party management such as a 
charter management organization or an education management organization.  The model 
requires any former student who desired to attend the newly opened school to be allowed 
to enroll (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  A rigorous review process is used to 
select the school operator (Kutash et al., 2010).   
Turnaround 
With introduction of this model, a dual definition of turnaround emerged.  The 
term turnaround can be applied both to the broad discipline of improving low-performing 
schools and, under ARRA legislation, to one of the four particular approaches approved 
by the federal government: the turnaround model (Kutash et al., 2010).  With 
implementation of the turnaround intervention model, the school’s principal and no less 
than 50% of the school’s staff are replaced (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  The 
newly appointed principal must operate under a new structure of governance, such as 
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direct report to the superintendent, supervision by a newly created turnaround office, or 
under an accountability-based contract (Fairchild & DeMary, 2011).  The principal is 
granted operational flexibility with regard to staffing, calendars, schedules, and budgeting 
(Kutash et al., 2010).   
Transformation 
 The final intervention model, transformation, is similar to the turnaround model in 
its initiation of instructional reforms and interventions and the requirement that the 
principal of the school be replaced.  Under the transformation model, a teacher and leader 
evaluation system that accounts for student progress must be developed requiring 
transformation schools to “use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for 
teachers and principals that take into account data on student growth as a significant 
factor” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b, p. 36).  Like turnaround, a transformation 
principal is provided operational flexibility and sustained support to implement 
comprehensive instructional reforms (Kutash et al., 2010).  The main difference between 
the turnaround and transformation intervention models is the transformation model does 
not require the replacement of any additional school staff, maintaining stability of human 
resources within the school.   
In addition to the prescriptive intervention models, a second way ARRA regulated 
SIG monies and diminished local decision-making authority was the legislation’s 
proposed scaffolding selection processes.  The U.S. Department of Education defined the 
criteria for selecting SIG eligible schools by establishing a school’s membership in one of 
three categories: Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III (Hurlburt, Le Floch, Therriault, & Cole, 2011).  
The Tier I category includes any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or 
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restructuring that falls in the bottom 5% of achievement in the state (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2010a).  Additionally, secondary schools recording graduation rates below 
60% for multiple years are labeled as Tier I.  The Tier II category includes similar high 
schools among the lowest achieving 5% of schools in the state and with graduation rates 
below 60%.  However, the Tier II category is reserved for high schools that are eligible 
for, but do not receive, Title I funds (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Any remaining Title I 
schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not Tier I schools 
comprise the Tier III category (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  The majority of the 1,609 schools 
receiving SIG funding in the first two cohorts fell into the Tier III category, with Tier I 
and Tier II schools representing only small percentage of all eligible schools (Hurlburt, 
Therriault, & Le Floch, 2012).  Although the intent of the scaffolding formula was to 
secure funds for the nation’s neediest schools, many schools that previously had received 
SIG funding were no longer eligible under the tiered system.   
A third regulation imposed by the ARRA legislation was the creation of the “Rule 
of 9” by the U.S. Department of Education.  In anticipation of high rates of selection for 
the transformation model, viewed by many as the least aggressive reform choice, the 
Rule of 9 prohibited a district with nine or more Tier I and II schools from implementing 
the transformation model in more than 50% of its schools (U.S. Department of Education, 
2009b).  The prescriptive intervention models, tiered identification system, and rigid 
requirements of ARRA’s overhaul of the SIG program sought to provide adequate 
guidance, expectations, and oversight that had been lacking in previous attempts in an 
effort to achieve progress (Zavadsky, 2012).   
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Identification of Lowest Performing Schools (National) 
Three national cohorts of schools have received SIG funding since the passage of 
ARRA in 2009 in an effort to turn around the country’s lowest performing schools.  A 
formula based on Title I allocations is used to determine the SIG funds allotted to each 
state, which, in turn, awards funds to local districts.  A total of 1,009 schools were 
awarded SIG in Cohort I and collectively received $3.5 billion from the U.S. Department 
of Education to be used from the 2010-11 to the 2012-13 school years (Hurlburt et al., 
2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  Another 600 schools, awarded SIG in 
Cohort II, were funded through $1.6 billion to be used from the 2011-12 to 2013-14 
school years (Hurlburt et al., 2012; U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  The most 
predominant profile of a SIG-awarded school was a high-poverty, high-minority, urban 
high school (Hurlburt et al., 2012).   
 State education agencies are tasked with identifying the persistently lowest 
achieving schools in their state.  Following guidance provided from the U.S. Department 
of Education (2010b), all states consider the school’s elements of overall academic 
achievement level, evidence of lack of progress, and a graduation rate below 60%.  Each 
of the 50 states used between 1 and 7 years of student assessment results in reading and 
mathematics to determine the schools’ academic achievement level.  States used between 
2 and 7 years of assessment data to determine “lack of progress” on the reading and 
mathematics assessments for “all students” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b, p. 
12). Criteria for lack of progress were established by each state, with many states 
developing student-level growth measures to determine thresholds of progress.  Between 
2 and 7 years of graduation rate data were averaged across the selected number of years 
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and used by states to determine their schools’ graduation rates.  Variation exists between 
these elements across each of the 50 states, resulting in the identification of persistently 
lowest achieving schools in Cohort I to differ greatly from state to state (Hurlburt et al., 
2011).  A thorough discussion of the state of Kentucky’s interpretation of these elements 
and its method for defining and identifying priority schools follows.   
Identification of Priority Schools (Kentucky) 
In an effort to identify the persistently lowest achieving schools in Kentucky, the 
Kentucky Department of Education followed the U.S. Department of Education (2010a) 
guidelines outlining the consideration of overall academic achievement level, evidence of 
lack of progress, and graduation rates of each of the state’s schools.  In Kentucky, 3 years 
of student assessment results in reading and mathematics were used to determine the 
achievement level of each school and whether each school demonstrated a lack of 
progress (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  In determining schools’ graduation rates, Kentucky used 
3 years of graduation rate data and averaged the graduation rates across years (Hurlburt et 
al., 2011).   
Under these guidelines, Kentucky identified 10 persistently low-achieving or 
priority schools (8 high schools, 2 middle schools) in the first cohort selected in 2011 
(Hurlburt et al., 2011).  In the following year, Kentucky identified another 12 persistently 
low-achieving or priority schools (11 high schools, 1 middle school) for the second 
cohort (Hurlburt et al., 2012).  Each of the studies in this capstone focus on the 19 
Kentucky high schools identified in the first and second cohorts.  Upon identification as a 
persistently low-achieving school, the local education agencies housing each of 
Kentucky’s priority schools were required by the U.S. Department of Education to select 
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and implement one of the four previously discussed federally approved implementation 
models to promote reform (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  
 In addition to describing its processes for identification of persistently lowest 
achieving schools, each state was also required to address how to prioritize funding 
among Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.  State leaders were also required to discuss 
evaluation practices of district applications and their systems of support and monitoring 
to be implemented upon schools’ receipt of SIG awards (Hurlburt et al., 2012).  
Kentucky’s prioritization of funding, evaluation system, and plan of support are 
discussed in the following section. 
SIG Implementation  
Using the process outlined by the U.S. Department of Education, Kentucky 
identified 108 SIG-eligible schools in Cohort I: 5 Tier I schools, 5 Tier II schools, and 98 
Tier III schools (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Kentucky was among 11 states electing to award 
SIG funds to Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools in the first cohort.  Kentucky’s State 
Department of Education awarded SIG funds to 105 of the state’s eligible 108 schools 
(97%), giving Kentucky both the largest number and the largest proportion of SIG-
awarded schools in the nation in Cohort I (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Kentucky was required 
to develop a new list of SIG-eligible schools in Cohort II because the state had fewer than 
five Tier I and Tier II Cohort I schools that had not been previously funded (Hurlburt et 
al., 2012).  Kentucky identified 139 SIG-eligible schools in Cohort II: 7 Tier I schools, 5 
Tier II schools, and 127 Tier III schools (Hurlburt et al., 2012).  Despite identifying a 
higher number of SIG-eligible schools in Cohort II than in Cohort I, Kentucky authored 
the SIG application to provide the lowest achieving SIG-eligible schools priority, 
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awarding only 12 schools SIG funding in Cohort II, after awarding 105 in Cohort I 
(Hurlburt et al., 2012). 
Once states identified their persistently lowest achieving schools, state 
departments of education were required to develop a process to determine whether the 
local school district in which each of the Tier I and Tier II schools were housed 
demonstrated the commitment and capacity to use the SIG funds to support the 
improvement effort (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  As many as 20 states relied on the SIG 
applications alone as primary evidence for capacity of the local governing body, but the 
Kentucky Department of Education chose a broad approach for determining capacity of 
its local districts by conducting leadership audits in all local districts that housed Cohort I 
Tier I or Tier II schools in the spring of 2010 (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Kentucky 
Department of Education audit teams used state standards and indicators of school 
improvement and working-conditions surveys to provide evidence regarding each local 
district’s capacity to support SIG intervention efforts (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Kentucky 
again indicated capacity would be determined by conducting leadership assessments 
incorporating the standards for school and district improvement and working-conditions 
surveys to assess leadership’s capacity to support and lead the turnaround efforts for 
Cohort II (Hurlburt et al., 2012).  In Cohort II, the state planned to implement specific 
plans and action steps before SIG funds were awarded in the event a district or school 
was found not to have capacity (Hurlburt et al., 2012). 
 After SIG funds were awarded, all states were required to support their SIG-
awarded schools and monitor their progress annually to determine the continuance of 
funding (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Up to 5% of a state’s SIG allocation could be used to 
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monitor and support the program’s implementation (Hurlburt et al., 2012).  Kentucky’s 
State Department of Education devised a variety of strategies to monitor the monthly 
progress of districts and schools such as site visits, online tools, and designated staff 
assigned to specific Tier I or Tier II schools (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Kentucky was one of 
only eight states choosing to monitor schools monthly, as the majority of states (33) 
selected an annual review option (Zavadsky, 2012).  Kentucky’s monthly monitoring 
system provided a comprehensive network of supports for the SIG initiative.     
 The Kentucky Department of Education created a new office, Office of 
Educational Recovery Services, designed specifically to support the state’s SIG efforts.   
Each of the state’s priority schools is housed in one of three regions (east, west, central).  
Each region is served by a Center for Learning Excellence located at a university within 
the region (Eastern Kentucky University, Western Kentucky University, and University 
of Louisville).  The Center for Learning Excellence works with an educational recovery 
director to support schools by developing partnerships with universities, educational 
agencies, and external stakeholders.  The needs of priority schools are documented, and 
priority schools are staffed with an Education Recovery Team, comprised of an 
educational recovery leader and two educational recovery specialists who support school 
staff with an emphasis on literacy and math.  The Educational Recovery Team focuses 
their work around a systems approach, coaching and modeling effective instructional 
practices that increase staff’s effectiveness and supports the mission and vision of the 
school leader (Foster, 2013; Hurlburt et al., 2011).  
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Selection of Intervention Model (Kentucky) 
In addition to defining SIG eligibility criteria, the U.S. Department of Education 
requires local education agencies to implement one of four approved improvement 
models (school closure, restart, turnaround, or transformation) in each of the Tier I and 
Tier II schools identified in the SIG application to promote reform (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  
The prescriptive guidelines of the models were issued to encourage a reform of dramatic 
nature, signaling a departure from the incremental reform efforts of previous years 
(Kutash et al., 2010).  A brief discussion of the required activities of each intervention 
model has been provided above.  Additional defining components such as associated cost, 
human capital issues, political implications, and perceived efficacy of each of the four 
authorized intervention models will be discussed in the following chapter.   
Kentucky school districts did not select the restart or school closure intervention 
model for any of its identified priority schools in Cohorts I or II.  Kentucky is one of 
eight states that have yet to enact charter laws to support the restart option.  Avoidance of 
the restart and school closure models by Kentucky school districts is reflective of a 
common trend for high schools across the nation.  Most high schools across the nation 
engaged in turnaround work default to selection of either the turnaround or 
transformation model, citing a lack of high school external operators to support restart 
work and close-proximity, quality, alternative high schools available for school closure to 
be a viable option (Herrmann, Dragoset, & James-Burdumy, 2014).  Following suit, only 
the transformation and turnaround models were implemented in Kentucky’s persistently 
lowest achieving schools.   
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This study focused on the 19 priority high schools identified in the state’s first 
two cohorts in 2011 and 2012.  Of the 19 persistently low achieving Kentucky high 
schools in Cohorts I and II, 10 schools selected and implemented the turnaround 
intervention model, and the remaining 9 schools selected and implemented the 
transformation intervention model.  All 10 turnaround high schools in the study are 
housed in the same urban district: Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS) in Louisville, 
Kentucky.  Because each of the Cohort I JCPS schools had been in the midst of 
restructuring efforts for 2 or 3 years prior to identification, were being led by relatively 
new principals, and had experienced significant staff turnover in recent years, the JCPS 
superintendent recommended the turnaround model as many of the model’s requirements 
were already being implemented (L. A. Maxwell, 2010).  
The JCPS superintendent’s turnaround recommendation for the JCPS high 
schools identified was supported by Kentucky Department of Education audit teams 
required to spend hours in each of the persistently lowest achieving schools interviewing 
staff, observing classrooms, and assessing the individual needs of each school (L. A. 
Maxwell, 2010).  After the recommendation was submitted, Kentucky’s Commissioner of 
Education deemed turnaround the model of choice for the JCPS persistently low-
performing high schools.  An additional six JCPS high schools were identified in Cohort 
II the following year, and the turnaround model was again selected for implementation.  
The other nine high schools each selected the transformation option.  Seven of the nine 
transformation schools are housed in rural areas of the state.  Implementing aggressive, 
dramatic improvement reform is complicated in a rural context where there is limited 
availability to quality teachers needed to perform a major restaffing (Bell & Pirtle, 2012).  
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Without access to external partners, quality alternative sites, or an abundance of qualified 
personnel, transformation was likely the only viable option for the rural high schools in 
the study. 
Kentucky Assessment and Accountability 
 Throughout the waves of school improvement reform and federal education 
policy mandates, the task of developing and implementing a system of assessment and 
accountability by which to measure schools’ performance consistently has been left to the 
states.  Mirroring trends in curriculum and instructional practice, the state of Kentucky’s 
system of assessment and accountability has undergone significant shifts in recent 
decades.  A thorough discussion of the current model is necessary to understand the 
context by which the state identified its lowest performing schools.  Before discussing the 
current accountability model, a brief exploration of past assessment practices follows. 
In June of 1989, the Kentucky Supreme Court declared the state of Kentucky’s 
educational system unconstitutional, leading to the authoring of the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act of 1990.  Kentucky Education Reform Act policies mandated a statewide 
performance-based system of student and school accountability, resulting in the 
Kentucky Instructional Results Information System.  By the spring of 1993, the Kentucky 
Instructional Results Information System required Kentucky students in Grades 4, 8, and 
12 to be assessed in each of the content areas of reading, writing, mathematics, science, 
social studies, arts and humanities, practical living, and vocational studies through open-
response questions in each content area, on-demand writing prompts, and writing 
portfolios (Pankratz & Petrosko, 2002). 
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 Each Kentucky student tested during the Kentucky Instructional Results 
Information System era received a score of Novice, Apprentice, Proficient, or 
Distinguished in each content area.  The Proficient category was established as the 
targeted achievement level for all students to meet, and schools sought to achieve 
Proficient as an average for their entire tested student population, resulting in a score of 
100 on the 0–140 scale used to calculate the accountability index of each school.  
Schools’ scores were comprised of 85% by student assessment performance and 15% by 
nonacademic indicators such as attendance and retention, dropout, and transition rates 
(Pankratz & Petrosko, 2002).  The Kentucky Instructional Results Information System 
was high stakes in nature, requiring schools to show significant progress over 2-year 
cycles toward meeting school proficiency goals.  School performance was tied to 
incentives for those meeting improvement goals and consequences for those failing to do 
so.  The Kentucky Instructional Results Information System operated for three two-year 
cycles from 1992–1998, distributing more than $70 million in incentives to high-
performing schools and providing support and direct state assistance to their low-
performing counterparts (Pankratz & Petrosko, 2002).  
 In 1998 the Kentucky General Assembly authored the Commonwealth 
Accountability Testing System in an effort to build upon the strengths of the Kentucky 
Instructional Results Information System and rectify its shortcomings.  Mirroring the 
Kentucky Instructional Results Information System in its administration of tests in each 
of the same seven content areas to Kentucky students, the Commonwealth Accountability 
Testing System added multiple-choice assessments and the administration of the 
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills to Grades 3, 6, and 9 (Pankratz & Petrosko, 2002).  
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In addition, a new standards-setting process was implemented for the Commonwealth 
Accountability Testing System.  The Commonwealth Accountability Testing System 
maintained the previous focus on student proficiency and continued to utilize a 140-point 
scale.     
Unbridled Learning 
 In 2009, the Commonwealth Accountability Testing System ended with the 
authoring of Senate Bill 1, Kentucky legislation requiring vast changes to the state’s 
education system (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012a).  Senate Bill 1 amended 
Kentucky statute KRS 158.6453 to revise the statewide assessment system.  Senate Bill 1 
mandated the removal of the writing portfolio and tests in arts and humanities and 
practical living and career studies from the accountability system and introduced program 
reviews in writing, practical living and career studies, and arts and humanities in their 
place.  The legislation required a new accountability system titled “Unbridled Learning: 
College/Career-Readiness for All,” to begin in the 2011-12 school year.  The new model 
shifted focus from student proficiency to college and career readiness and simplified 
measurement of progress to a 100-point scale (Kentucky Department of Education, 
2012a, 2012b).   
During the 2011-12 school year, Kentucky became the first state to teach and test 
students on the new Common Core State Standards in English language arts and 
mathematics.  Additionally, Kentucky was granted an ESEA waiver from the federal 
government allowing the commonwealth to use the new Unbridled Learning assessment 
and accountability system in lieu of NCLB requirements (Kentucky Department of 
Education, 2012a, 2012b).  Kentucky’s Unbridled Learning assessment and 
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accountability system includes the following multiple measures that acknowledge the 
broad body of a school’s work:  
 achievement in the content areas of reading, mathematics, science, social 
studies, and writing; 
 gap or the percentage of proficient and distinguished for the gap group for the 
five content areas; 
 growth in reading and mathematics; 
 college- and career-readiness rate as measured by ACT benchmarks, college 
placement tests, and career measures; and 
 graduation rate (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012a, 2012b; R. Sims, 
2012).  
 For high schools, each of the five measures (achievement, gap, growth, college 
and career readiness, and graduation rate) is weighted equally at 20% of a school’s 
overall score.  Each high school’s achievement measure is determined by student 
performance on EOC tests in English 2, Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. History and on-
demand writing tests administered in Grades 10 and 11.  The gap measure reflects the 
percentage of students in the gap group (ethnicity, special education, poverty, limited 
English proficiency) scoring proficient and distinguished for all five content areas 
(Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b).  The growth measure is determined by the 
percentage of students showing growth in reading and mathematics on the ACT PLAN 
taken in Grade 10 compared to their ACT reading and mathematics scores obtained in 
Grade 11.   
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A high school’s college- and career-readiness rate is measured by ACT 
benchmarks, college placement tests, and career measures.  Students are determined to be 
college ready by achieving benchmarks for reading (20), English (18), and mathematics 
(19) on the ACT or passing a college placement test such as ACT Compass or Kentucky 
Online Testing.  Students achieve career readiness through achieving benchmarks on the 
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, ACT Work Keys, Kentucky Occupational 
Skills Standards Assessment, or industry certifications.  The number of high school 
graduates who obtain college or career readiness is divided by the total number of 
graduates to calculate a school’s readiness percentage (Kentucky Department of 
Education, 2012b).  The fifth and final measure, graduation rate, is obtained by 
calculating the school’s averaged ninth-grade graduation rate annually.  Schools and 
districts report how many students graduate within 4 years of beginning high school. 
Kentucky Performance Classifications 
The state’s new accountability model holds all schools and districts accountable 
for improving student performance and creates performance classifications that determine 
consequences and guide interventions and supports.  Increased focus is given to the 
state’s lowest performing schools.  Annual measurable objectives are established for each 
school and district to encourage the amount of improvement needed each year to reach 
the ultimate goal of 100.  Overall school scores are ranked in order by level.  Based on 
their ranking, Kentucky high schools fall into one of three main classifications: (a) 
Distinguished schools in the 90th percentile, (b) Proficient schools in the 70th percentile, 
or (c) Needs Improvement schools at or below the 69th percentile.  A fourth classification 
of Progressing is nested in each of the other three categories and is reserved for any 
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school that meets annual measureable objectives, has a 95% student-tested participation 
rate, and meets annual graduation-rate goals (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012a, 
2012b).  
High School Reform 
Although only 21% of U.S. schools are high schools, 40% of all schools identified 
as persistently lowest achieving in 2011 were secondary institutions (Hurlburt et al., 
2011; Le Floch et al., 2014).  Due to alarmingly high dropout rates and 1st-year college 
students’ poor preparation for postsecondary work without remediation, low-performing 
high schools assume center stage in the nation’s school improvement reform movement 
(Quint, 2006).  Sobering statistics such as the nearly 2,000 high schools across the nation 
dubbed as “dropout factories” due to graduation rates less than 50% send an urgent call 
for high school reform (Balfanz & Legters, 2004).  The low academic achievement of 
U.S. high school students, disproportionately those in impoverished settings, claims the 
attention of government officials, educators, and the general public.   
Low-performing high schools are in the greatest need of effective school 
improvement reform and possess the greatest challenges to enacting the necessary change 
(Quint, 2006).  Quint (2006) defined the “twin pillars of high school reform” as 
“structural changes to improve personalization and instructional improvement” (p. iii).  
Quint acknowledged five challenges associated with low-performing high schools: 
 creating a personalized and orderly learning environment, 
 assisting students who enter high school with poor academic skills, 
 improving instructional content and practice, 
 preparing students for the world beyond high school, [and] 
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 stimulating change in overstressed high schools. (p. iii) 
These challenges are magnified in the high school context due to the unique 
characteristics of the schools themselves.  Whereas turnaround work is difficult in any 
context, it is particularly challenging to improve the performance of high schools (Kutash 
et al., 2010).  First, the sheer number of students populating a high school presents an 
obstacle, as high school educators struggle to interact with students on an individual level 
when such a large number of students occupy one school (Sizer, 2004).  The number and 
size of high schools vary greatly across districts.  Nearly 40% of high schools in the 
United States are the only secondary school in their respective district yet vary in size 
from less than 50 total students to an enrollment of over 2,000 (Balfanz, 2009).  Another 
12% of American high schools represent the opposite end of the spectrum and are housed 
in districts containing 20 or more other high schools (Balfanz, 2009).  This variance is 
represented in the given study’s sample, with many of study’s nine transformation high 
schools falling into the first category and the study’s turnaround high schools belonging 
to the latter. 
A second obstacle to high school reform is the condensed timeline for 
remediation.  Academic remediation is a much tougher feat for high school educators 
than their elementary and middle school counterparts.  High school students have only a 
few years remaining to recover large learning gaps that have accumulated over the years 
and must do so within the constraints of a complex curriculum and prescribed schedule 
found at the secondary level (Kutash et al., 2010).  The urgent timeline is compounded by 
the unique demographics of high school students themselves.  Given the structure of the 
institution and age of the students within, high schools are stubbornly resistant to the 
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work of changing school culture (Noguera, 2002; Sizer, 2004).  These obstacles add to 
the complexity of high school reform and the need for research. 
Summary 
The purpose of this introduction was to express the urgent need for dramatic 
improvement in the nations’ lowest performing schools and to provide a brief overview 
of the history of school improvement reform and the federal governments’ role in the 
nation’s educational policy.  The chapter entailed a description of the requirements of 
NCLB (2002) and each of the four approved intervention models under ARRA (2009).  
The chapter contained a description of Kentucky’s process for the identification of lowest 
performing schools, SIG implementation, and selection of intervention model along with 
a thorough discussion of Kentucky’s assessment and accountability system by which the 
states’ schools are measured.     
Successful school turnaround evidence is much more prevalent at the elementary 
than secondary level as successful high school reform is inadequately supported with 
little empirical evidence (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010; 
Stringfield, Reynolds, & Schaffer, 2008).  The high school reform research that exists is 
limited to the context of individual schools, and no model of proven success exists for 
taking effective high school reform to scale beyond the local context (Payne, 2008).  
Identifying the characteristics and capacities of an effective “turnaround leader” could 
assist districts with development, recruitment, and selection of appropriate principals to 
lead these efforts.  Further, although direct impact on student achievement is relatively 
low, indirect influences of leadership on school culture, teacher buy-in, and monitoring of 
the instructional program are more highly correlated to student achievement. Finally, 
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districts need to be equipped and willing to support leaders charged with increasing 
student achievement in low-performing schools receiving state-level interventions.     
This study provides a starting point for identifying which federal reform models 
are most effective in improving student achievement and which leadership characteristics 
most effectively guide this work.  Once identified, the practices of effective reform 
models can be replicated in an effort to bring high school reform to scale at the district, 
state, and even national levels. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature on school improvement 
reform and discuss federal policy efforts, targeting the improvement of the nation’s 
persistently lowest performing schools.  An overview of the intervention options 
available to low-performing schools through both NCLB (2002) and the ARRA (2009) is 
provided with similarities drawn between the two.  Next, an explanation of turnaround as 
a recently adopted school improvement strategy is introduced.  The defining components 
of each of the four ARRA implementation models are reviewed in context of their 
application in Kentucky, with priority given to the transformation and turnaround models 
as the focus of this study.  The chapter concludes with the research questions for the 
study and rationale for the study’s relevance to the field. 
A review of literature on school improvement reform begins with primary sources 
that sparked the movement, such as A Nation at Risk (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983).  Legislation mandating school improvement practices 
such as NCLB (2002) and the ARRA (2009) must be thoroughly consulted.  
Additionally, a wealth of guides has been published by the U.S. Department of Education 
(2010a, 2010b) to assist states in implementing and monitoring their school improvement 
efforts. 
 In addition to the guidance provided by the U.S. Department of Education, 
practice guides funded through agencies such as the National Center for Education and 
Evaluation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation were published to provide educators 
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with recommendations for swiftly and dramatically improving student achievement in 
low-performing schools (Calkins et al., 2007; Herman et al., 2008; Murphy & Meyers, 
2008).  These documents abandon the previous discussion of slow, steady, school-wide 
reform practices by targeting the practices and strategies needed to orchestrate a 
“turnaround”—a “dramatic and comprehensive intervention in a low-performing school 
that (a) produces significant gains in achievement within two years; and (b) readies the 
school for the longer process of transformation into a high-performance organization” 
(Calkins et al., 2007, p. 4).  Useful reviews on evaluating school turnaround are also 
abundant.  Examples include the broad overview of school turnaround models, funding, 
and key actors presented by Kutash et al. (2010); Kowal and Ableidinger’s (2011) 
detailed account on turnaround indicators and metrics of success; and Herman, Aladjem, 
and Walters’s (2011) guide for evaluation of SIG implementation. 
School Improvement Reform 
Federal education policy has placed an emphasis on holding schools accountable 
for student performance dating back to the Improving America’s Schools Act in 1994.  
Over the last two decades, state accountability systems across the nation have focused on 
student performance outcomes and the identification of the lowest performing schools in 
an effort to drive improvement.  Many of the nation’s lowest performing schools have 
been identified time and time again and labeled as “low performing,” “failing,” “high 
priority,” and currently “persistently low-achieving” (Manwaring, 2011, p. 13).  
Throughout history, varying state and federal accountability systems have identified these 
low-performing schools, monitored their progress, and imposed sanctions for lack of 
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improvement, yet attempts to foster improvement have been inadequate (Manwaring, 
2011). 
NCLB 
NCLB (2002) strengthened the accountability of the Improving America’s 
Schools Act by requiring annual testing, monitoring AYP, and doling out rewards and 
punishments accordingly.  Under NCLB, schools failing to meet performance 
benchmarks for 5 consecutive years were required to restructure (Manwaring, 2011; 
NCLB, 2002).  In 2007, 30% of the nation’s schools failed to make AYP as defined by 
NCLB, with a total of 12,978 schools designated in need of improvement or restructuring 
(Herman et al., 2008).  NCLB required the following steps to be taken (Brady, 2003; 
NCLB, 2002): 
1.  States establish performance standards for all schools. 
2.  States identify failing schools. 
3.  Schools develop their own improvement plans and districts provide public 
school choice. 
4.  Districts make available tutoring services to low-income students. 
5.  Districts take corrective actions to secure the desired performance 
improvement. 
6.  Districts create plans to restructure schools. 
7.  Districts implement restructuring plans. 
In adhering to the steps above, states were given autonomy in developing 
assessment systems, defining satisfactory progress, identifying failing schools, and 
developing their own improvement plans (Brady, 2003).  NCLB (2002) required schools 
 36 
failing to make AYP after 1 year in corrective action to prepare a plan to implement one 
of the following interventions: 
 Turn the operation of the school over to the state educational agency, if 
permitted under state law and agreed to by the state. 
 Enter into a contract with an entity, such as a private management company, 
with a demonstrated record of effectiveness, to operate the public school.  
 Close and reopen the school as a public charter school. 
 Reconstitute the school by replacing all or most of the school staff (which 
may include the principal) who are relevant to the failure to make AYP. 
 Implement any other major restructuring of the school’s governance 
arrangement that makes fundamental reforms, such as significant changes in 
the school’s staffing and governance, to improve student academic 
achievement in the school and that has substantial promise of enabling the 
school to make AYP as defined in the state plan under NCLB (2002) Section 
1111 (b)(2).   
Although positive organizational effects have been reported after implementation 
of restructuring measures, limited evidence exists to support any of the five NCLB 
restructuring options as producing significant gains in student achievement and school 
improvement (Mathis, 2009; Scott, 2008).  The first three options—state takeover, 
contracting with educational management organizations, and reopening as a charter 
school—are the least utilized, each employed in less than 5% of restructuring schools, 
and none has produced consistent evidence of improved academic performance (Mathis, 
2009).    
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The fourth restructuring option, reconstitution, “involves replacing principals, 
teachers and staff (or segments of them) to establish a new climate, philosophy and 
structure in the ‘failed’ school” (Mathis, 2009, p. 12).  Reconstitution operates from the 
assumptions that a higher quality faculty and staff will be created, the new personnel will 
redesign the school, and student achievement will increase as a result (Malen, Croninger, 
Muncey, & Redmond-Jones, 2002).  San Francisco was home to the first reconstitution 
effort in 1983 (Mathis, 2009; Rice & Malen, 2003).  Since that time, the majority of 
states have enacted laws to support reconstitution, but the practice itself has been 
employed only in an estimated 27% of restructuring schools (Government Accountability 
Office, 2007).  Studying the effect of reconstitution on student achievement is a difficult 
task due to frequent personnel changes often occurring in schools.  It is challenging to 
sort out the intent of staffing changes as matters of choice or formal restructuring moves 
(Mathis, 2009).   
Little is known about the effects of reconstitution due to the small number of 
reconstitution efforts available to study and the difficulty presented in studying the 
reform in isolation from varying other changes occurring simultaneously (Mathis, 2009). 
Evidence from San Francisco’s reconstitution of 14 schools yielded mixed results 
(Mathis, 2009; Ziebarth, 2002), as did a 1997 reconstitution of six schools in a 
Washington, DC suburb, where 4 of the 6 reconstituted schools failed to achieve 
performance levels comparable to the state average (Brady, 2003).  These results are 
representative of inconsistent effects when reconstitution has been employed elsewhere 
(Hendrie, 1998).  Although reconstitution has the potential to remove ineffective 
teachers, restore order, and create a positive school climate, researchers have relied more 
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heavily on its negative effects and have discouraged its use as a restructuring approach 
(Scott, 2008; Ziebarth, 2002).  Opponents have cited challenges accompanying a major 
restaffing initiative such as the urgent preparations, loss of institutional history, and 
inability to secure qualified replacements as deterrents to achieving increased 
performance results (Mathis, 2009).   
The fifth option of “other major governance restructuring” was the most flexible 
and popular of the five NCLB (2002) restructuring options.  Due to perceived inadequate 
funding and lack of state capacity for the other four options, three fourths of schools in 
restructuring between 2006 and 2007 pled the fifth, so to speak, and chose the “any 
other” restructuring option (Manwaring, 2011; Mathis, 2009; L. A. Maxwell, 2010; 
Zavadsky, 2012).  “Other” activities included practices such as obtaining technical 
assistance in the form of an experienced educator as a consultant, reorganizing the 
school, introducing a new curriculum, and extending learning time (Brady, 2003; Mathis, 
2009).   
Kentucky implemented some of the best known of the above described “other” 
activities.  The state provided technical assistance to its low-performing schools through 
its Highly Skilled Educator Program, placing an expert educator in struggling schools to 
assist in school improvement efforts (Pankratz & Petrosko, 2002).  Other Kentucky 
schools, particularly in rural areas of the state, initiated school reorganization efforts to 
foster shared leadership and collective decision making.  Examples include schools 
establishing teacher-led teams comprised of staff, parents, and students focused on 
integrating learning across the curriculum; increased professional development; and 
frequent self-evaluation (Brady, 2003).  
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The effectiveness of the “any other” restructuring option in increasing student 
achievement is difficult to discern, given states’ varying standards and accountability 
systems (Mathis, 2009).  Brady’s (2003) review of 17 interventions, each resembling the 
activities outlined by NCLB’s fifth “other restructuring” option employed by states and 
districts since 1989, shed light on restructuring’s efficacy.  The review concluded that 
none of the studied interventions produced positive results any more than 50% of the 
time, and no one strategy was deemed successful across all contexts (Brady, 2003). 
In the initial years after the passing of NCLB, the federal government asserted 
limited presence, affording states and local districts autonomy over the decision making 
of which strategies to implement in an effort to improve student achievement and drive 
continuous improvement (Herman, 2012).  Independent service providers joined states 
and local school systems in their turnaround efforts with little intervention and oversight 
from the federal government.  However, a 2007 report issued by the Government 
Accountability Office on the status of NCLB indicated a need for more aggressive reform 
(Duke, 2012).  The Government Accountability Office (2007) reported 42% of the 
nation’s 2,790 Title I schools in corrective action or restructuring failed to receive 
required assistance from local school districts, and 42% of those schools opted not to 
initiate the restructuring requirements outlined in NCLB.  Additionally, NCLB offered no 
intervention beyond restructuring, resulting in many identified low-performing schools 
completing a restructuring by definition but remaining low performing. 
This section provided a thorough explanation of the NCLB interventions, most 
specifically reconstitution and the “any other” fifth option.  These descriptions were 
provided in anticipation of making connections between these intervention options and 
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models proposed in future legislation.  Although limited research is available on the 
newest models of school improvement reform, lessons can be drawn from comparable 
actions taken previously.  The following section describes the most current school 
improvement legislation, the ARRA (2009).  Both the act’s new approach to improving 
chronic low performance and its reliance on previously employed, repackaged 
interventions will be discussed.      
ARRA 
The ARRA of 2009 sought to expand upon the strengths of NCLB in the 
identification of the nation’s lowest performing schools and rectify its weaknesses in the 
inability to effect change in these institutions.  ARRA drastically increased SIG funding, 
allocating an additional $3.55 billion to states through a competitive Title I formula 
intended for a more concise, targeted group: the bottom 5% of the nations’ schools (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010a).  ARRA removed the responsibility of determining the 
sanction for low-performing schools from districts.  The legislation still gave states 
control of measuring school performance, but the federal government instituted four 
prescriptive intervention models (school closure, restart, turnaround, and transformation) 
for the lowest performing schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  ARRA 
signaled a need for more deliberate action in the nation’s lowest performing schools.  
These schools were in need of a school improvement intervention resulting in a dramatic, 
significant, and quick increase in achievement.  Subsequently, a specific form of school 
improvement known as school turnaround emerged.   
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Defining Turnaround 
An accepted definition of school turnaround was provided by Mass Insight 
Education and Research Institute, defining “school turnaround” as “a dramatic and 
comprehensive intervention in a low-performing school that produces significant gains in 
student achievement within two academic years” (Calkins et al., 2007, p. 4).  In 
interviews conducted with educational researchers and practitioners, Kutash et al. (2010) 
expanded Mass Insight’s definition to also identify turnaround as a process that “readies 
the school for the longer process of transformation into a high-performing organization” 
and “takes place in the context of performance improvement for the school system as a 
whole” (p. 13).  Taken together, the following provides a working, comprehensive 
definition of school turnaround: School turnaround is a dramatic and comprehensive 
intervention in a low-performing school that (a) produces significant gains in student 
achievement within 2 academic years, (b) readies the school for the longer process of 
transformation into a high-performing organization, and (c) takes place in the context of 
performance improvement for the school system as a whole (Calkins et al., 2007; Kutash 
et al., 2010) 
The definition above distinguishes school turnaround from school improvement.  
Although both seek to orchestrate change in the operations of schools and classrooms in 
an effort to improve student achievement, turnaround leaders seek to achieve substantial, 
dramatic improvement in their schools’ academic performance and student achievement 
in a short time interval (Herman et al., 2008; Murphy & Meyers, 2008).  Turnaround 
work balances quick short-term wins with building the capacity to sustain lasting 
improvements (Fullan, 2005; Herman et al., 2008; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009).  The 
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final component of the definition acknowledges the responsibility of districts and states to 
attend to the improvement endeavors of all schools, strengthening the entire system 
overall (Herman et al., 2008). 
Although turnaround reform has been defined, the delineation of successful 
turnaround strategies is less explicit.  “Significant” gains are left to interpretation, as 
states assess turnaround progress through varying metrics: AYP benchmarks, state 
performance rankings, student growth indicators, or graduation rates (Fairchild & 
DeMary, 2011; Kutash et al., 2010).  Student performance results certainly should be the 
measuring stick for turnaround, but discussion looms as to what end point signifies a 
school has turned around successfully (Kutash et al., 2010).  With so much funding 
targeting the turnaround of the nation’s chronically low-performing schools, the 
development of a common definition of turnaround success is a necessary federal policy 
initiative (Fairchild & DeMary, 2011).   
Turnaround is now a broadly accepted term associated with the act of improving 
the achievement of chronically low-performing schools or systems (Kutash et al., 2010).  
However, its application to education as a school improvement strategy is relatively new, 
beginning with NCLB legislation calling upon low-achieving schools to restructure 
quickly.  The term turnaround gained popularity in 2009, when ARRA legislation 
outlined school turnaround as one of the four intervention options (Fairchild & DeMary, 
2011).  School turnaround is now an abundantly widespread term, although its 
educational roots began no more than a decade ago.  Researchers must distinguish 
between the comprehensive definition of school turnaround provided above and the 
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specific ARRA intervention model, turnaround, which will be explained in detail in a 
following section.   
ARRA’s Intervention Models 
 Under ARRA, the U.S. Department of Education requires local education 
agencies to implement one of four approved improvement models in each of the Tier I 
and Tier II schools identified in the SIG application to promote reform (Hurlburt et al., 
2011).  The prescriptive guidelines of the models were issued by the U.S. Department of 
Education to dictate a reform of dramatic nature, signaling a departure from the 
incremental reform efforts of the previous years (Kutash et al., 2010).  The defining 
components, such as required activities, associated cost, human capital issues, political 
implications, and perceived efficacy of each of the four authorized intervention models, 
are discussed below.  Comparisons are also drawn between each of the four models and 
previous NCLB interventions.   
School Closure  
The school closure model calls for the closing of the low-performing school and 
reassignment of students to higher performing schools in near proximity to the closed 
school (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  School closure was not one of the five 
NCLB options.  NCLB provided the options of closing and reopening as a charter and 
transferring governance to the state, but definitive shutting down of an institution was not 
proposed.  As an ARRA model, school closure is the most controversial of the four, with 
debate prevalent regarding its inclusion as an intervention for school improvement when 
the model calls for a shut down rather than improvement of the institution (Kutash et al., 
2010).  Advocates of school closure have cited its appeal to districts with declining 
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enrollment as an option to close underperforming schools, concentrate limited financial 
and human resources into fewer schools, and provide displaced students a transfer to 
high-performing institutions (Kowal & Hassel, 2008; Smarick, 2010).  Smarick (2010), a 
strong advocate for school closure, recommended an approach in which low-performing 
schools adhere to a 5-year performance contract; if performance goals are not met, 
schools are closed.  Smarick wrote, 
When conscientiously applied strategies fail to drastically improve America’s 
lowest-performing schools, we need to close them.  Done right, not only will this 
strategy help the students assigned to these failing schools, it will also have a 
cascading effect on other policies and practices, ultimately helping to bring about 
healthy systems of urban public schools. (p. 22) 
The call for closure over turnaround was echoed in a 2010 report by the Thomas 
B. Fordham Institute, which provided support for school closure, citing that only 26 of 
2,025 low-performing schools reached the 50th percentile of their state rankings after 5 
years of turnaround reform (Stuit, 2010).  The report interpreted the lack of substantial 
improvement as a call for closings over more turnaround initiatives.  Positive financial 
results and modest academic improvements were seen in Denver, Colorado, after 
employment of the school closure intervention model.  Denver Public Schools opted to 
close eight public schools in 2007.  The intervention yielded a savings of $3.5 million for 
the district and moderate academic growth for the displaced students (Kutash et al., 
2010).   
Little additional evidence has supported school closure’s positive impact on 
student achievement, and opponents have cited a lack of quality alternative schools in 
proximity as a deterrent to the model’s implementation (Manwaring, 2011).  School 
closings have been pursued most rigorously in Chicago and New York, with Chicago 
Public Schools closing 44 schools between 2001 and 2006 and New York closing 91 
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schools between 2002 and 2010 (de la Torre & Gwynne, 2009; Hemphill et al., 2010).  
Research on the impact of school closings on students has revealed no significant 
academic gains for displaced students as compared to students attending similar schools 
(de la Torre & Gwynne, 2009).  There is a lack of evidence to support school closure as 
having a positive effect on student achievement.  The model is aggressive and disruptive 
in nature, calling for the displacement of both students and educators and creating a 
demoralizing effect on the community.  Given its controversy, school closure is the least 
selected of the four implementation models (Kutash et al., 2010).  School closure was 
implemented in only 2% of the nation’s Cohort I priority schools and less than 1% of 
Cohort II priority schools (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  The majority of school closures 
occurred in urban areas, and planning for the closures was already underway in many 
districts prior to the school’s identification (Manwaring, 2011).  School closure was not 
selected for any of the 19 Kentucky priority high schools in this study.   
School Restart 
The restart model provides low-performing schools the option of transferring 
control to, or closing and reopening the school under, third-party management such as a 
charter management organization or an education management organization.  The model 
requires any former student desiring to attend the newly opened school to be allowed to 
enroll (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  This model combines the two NCLB 
options of contracting with a private management company and closing and reopening as 
a charter school into one flexible choice under ARRA.  A rigorous review process is used 
to select the school operator.  The restart model is likely the most expensive of the four, 
with the school district incurring both initial planning and ongoing operating costs 
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(Kutash et al., 2010).  The restart model also offers the greatest potential to quickly 
improve school culture and academic achievement as an entirely new staff and culture is 
introduced (Kutash et al., 2010). 
The potential for a low-performing school to pursue the restart option is 
dependent upon the state law in which the underperforming school is housed, as state 
legislation deems the existence or nonexistence of public charter schools (National 
Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013).  Charter schools began in 1991 in St. Paul, 
Minnesota, and today more than 6,400 public charter schools are in operation serving 
approximately 2.7 million students in 42 states and the District of Columbia (Fairchild & 
DeMary, 2011; Mathis, 2009; National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013, 2014a; 
Ziebarth, 2014).  The cities of New Orleans, Detroit, and Washington, DC have the 
greatest enrollment share with 91%, 55%, and 44% of students attending public charter 
schools, respectively (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013, 2014a).  
Recent statistics from the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (2014a) indicated 
Los Angeles Unified School District has the highest number of public charter school 
students (139,174), doubling the number of students attending charter schools in the next 
highest districts of New York City (70,210) and Philadelphia (60,385).  
Since 2009, the number of charter schools has increased by 40%, and student 
enrollment in public charter schools has increased by 80%, with districts in Nevada, 
Florida, and Arizona leading the way by experiencing over 30% yearly growth in charter 
enrollment (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2014a, 2014b).  The popularity 
of charter schools as a viable and desirable school option has broad appeal across the 
nation.  Throughout the United States, the Midwest houses locations with high 
 47 
concentrations of charter school students, the South and West are experiencing the most 
dramatic growth of public charter school enrollment, and districts all throughout the 
nation boast large numbers of charter school students (National Alliance for Public 
Charter Schools, 2014a).   
The charter school movement’s dramatic growth over the last half of a decade 
falls well short of meeting the public’s demand.  Results of a 2014 Phi Delta 
Kappa/Gallup poll indicating 70% of Americans favor charter schools and current charter 
school waiting lists containing more than 1 million students’ names evidence the charter 
school movement’s current popularity (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 
2013, 2014a, 2014b).  As the existence of charter schools has increased, so too has the 
emphasis on charter school accountability.  Charter legislation allows a state’s public 
charter schools to flexibly innovate while still being held to high standards for student 
learning (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013).  Eleven states have 
enacted laws requiring the closure of charter schools if performance benchmarks are not 
met, and accountability efforts continue to grow (Ziebarth, 2014).   
Despite the dramatic growth of public charter schools, evidence of their impact on 
student achievement is mixed (Mathis, 2009).  Limited evidence has drawn fair 
comparisons between the academic performance of students in public and charter 
schools.  The data available have portrayed opposing scenarios of some charter schools 
promoting significant gains for disadvantaged students and other charter schools falling 
short on their commitment of increased achievement (Ziebarth & Palmer, 2014).   
In areas like Washington, DC and Louisiana, where the charter school movement 
is the healthiest, studies have found public charter school students exhibit higher 
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academic growth in reading and math when compared to their traditional public school 
peers (Ziebarth & Palmer, 2014).  The charter schools in the city of New Orleans, despite 
their urban context, are recording student proficiency levels in reading and mathematics 
near those of the Louisiana state average (P. Sims & Vaughan, 2014).  A 2011 meta-
analysis conducted by researchers at the University of California, San Diego found public 
charter schools perform higher in elementary reading and mathematics, middle school 
mathematics, and urban high school reading (Betts & Tang, 2011).     
However, in states such as Oregon and Nevada, where the charter school 
movement is marked by limited growth and poor quality, studies have found public 
charter school students to exhibit lower academic growth in reading and math than public 
school students (Ziebarth & Palmer, 2014).  A 2006 North Carolina study followed grade 
cohorts of students over a 5-year period and found substantially lower performance by 
charter school students than their public school peers (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006).  Increasing 
national research on charter schools consistently has failed to support increased 
innovation or academic performance in charter schools as compared to the public sector 
(Mathis, 2009).     
The restart model does carry with it a host of advantages, most notably flexibility 
of resources.  Unlike many schools and districts in the public sector, charter schools are 
afforded freedom to creatively utilize time, money, and personnel in the development of 
programs and interventions (Zavadsky, 2012).  Charters also offer an option to bring 
students back into neighborhoods and schools that had failed to meet their needs.  
Notable successful charter schools or charter management organizations serving at-risk 
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populations of students are the Harlem Children Zone, the Knowledge Is Power Program, 
and Achievement First (Zavadsky, 2012). 
Despite the potential advantages and research indicating charter schools’ positive 
impact on student achievement, charter schools remain insignificant as a strategy to turn 
around low-performing schools.  The school restart model was only selected in 4% of the 
nation’s Cohort I priority schools and 6% of the nation’s Cohort II priority schools 
(Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Since 2010, the school restart model has been implemented in 
only 79 schools in 16 states, most widely used in California, New York, and 
Pennsylvania (Wolfe, 2014).  There is a dearth of evidence focused on the ways in which 
low-performing high schools successfully implement the school restart model.  Locke 
High School, a low-performing school in Los Angeles, California, converted to charter 
status and yielded a significant reduction in dropout rates, yet the school failed to achieve 
the significant gains in student performance dictated by ARRA (Manwaring, 2011; 
Ravitch, 2010).      
Several factors contribute to the school restart model’s limited implementation as 
a chosen intervention model for low-performing schools.  One barrier to implementation 
is district leaders’ inability or unwillingness to foster the positive political will necessary 
for charters to be viewed as viable turnaround options (Zavadsky, 2012).  Instead of 
embracing the work of external partners, many public school stakeholders view charter 
schools as direct competitors for funds, students, and teachers and avoid using charters in 
turnaround efforts (Zavadsky, 2012).  The inflexibility of federal regulations poses 
another barrier to the selection of the restart model.  Strict SIG guidelines require funding 
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is awarded only to local school districts instead of directly to public charter school 
operators themselves or for the use of attracting quality operators (Wolfe, 2014).   
Selection of the school restart model as a turnaround strategy likely will increase 
in the coming years due to the passage of the Omnibus Appropriations Act in 2014.  The 
legislation allows states increased flexibility in their application of SIG funds and greater 
autonomy to create new schools (Wolfe, 2014).  The National Alliance for Public Charter 
Schools proposed additional strategies to the act such as the prioritization of restart 
applications over less aggressive options in an effort to increase quality school options 
for students in the nation’s lowest performing schools.   
Although the school restart option is poised to gain popularity as an intervention 
model of choice across the nation, it has not been made available as an option for 
Kentucky’s lowest performing schools.  Kentucky is one of eight remaining states 
without charter laws (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013).  The National 
Alliance for Public Charter Schools focused efforts in Kentucky throughout 2014 in the 
hopes of enacting charter school law in the state.  The National Alliance for Public 
Charter Schools (2013) sponsored a statewide public opinion poll revealing that 71% of 
informed Kentucky voters support charter schools and provided assistance on the 
legislative front.  The newly formed Kentucky Charter Schools Association has proposed 
the creation of a charter school pilot program, allowing the opening of 20 charter schools 
in the state over the next 5 years (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2013).  
The passing of charter legislation is a realistic possibility in Kentucky’s Senate, but 
charter school opponents in the state’s House of Representatives have successfully 
blocked charter school momentum up to this point.  The school restart model looms on 
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the horizon as a viable choice for Kentucky’s lowest performing schools, but currently 
school leaders are left to decide between the other three options.  None of the 19 
Kentucky priority high schools in this study selected the school restart model as the 
chosen intervention.    
Turnaround 
With introduction of this model, a dual definition of turnaround emerged.  
Turnaround can be applied both to the broad discipline of improving low-performing 
schools and now, under ARRA legislation, to one of the four particular approaches 
approved by the federal government: the turnaround model (Kutash et al., 2010).  With 
implementation of the turnaround intervention model, the school’s principal and no less 
than fifty percent of the school’s staff are replaced (U.S. Department of Education, 
2010b).  The newly appointed principal must operate under a new structure of 
governance, such as direct report to the superintendent, supervision by a newly created 
turnaround office, or guidance under an accountability-based contract (Fairchild & 
DeMary, 2011).  
Turnaround principals are granted operational flexibility with regard to staffing, 
calendars, schedules, and budgeting (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  Turnaround 
schools are required to implement significant instructional reforms and interventions such 
as extended learning time; the continuous use of student data; social and community 
supports for students; and access to on-going, high-quality, job-embedded professional 
development in an effort to significantly improve student achievement (Fairchild & 
DeMary, 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).  The staff replacement 
requirement of the turnaround model is often met with resistance, but the large turnover 
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in staff enables a reset of school culture and can potentially yield a high level of impact 
(Kutash et al., 2010).   
The most distinguishing component of the turnaround model, the 50% restaffing, 
is mirrored in early reconstitution efforts and NCLB’s restructuring guidelines.  School 
reconstitution has taken many forms throughout the years.  Its most recent version is 
ARRA’s turnaround intervention model. The definitions of early reconstitution, 
restructuring, and turnaround provided illustrate the repetitive nature of the intervention.  
First, school reconstitution involves removing a school’s incumbent administrators and 
teachers (or large percentages of them) and replacing them with educators who, 
presumably, are more capable and committed (Malen et al., 2002).  Second, 
reconstitution, as NCLB’s fourth restructuring option, involves replacing principals, 
teachers, and staff (or segments of them) to establish a new climate, philosophy, and 
structure in the school (Mathis, 2009).  Third, turnaround involves replacing the principal 
and rehiring no less than 50% of the school staff, implementing a research-based 
instructional program, providing extended learning time, and implementing a new 
governance structure (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). 
Whether referred to as reconstitution or turnaround, the primary initial aim of the 
intervention is to improve the human capital working in the low-performing school (Rice 
& Malen, 2003).  The model’s effectiveness relies on the assumptions that replacing up to 
half of the staff will improve the school’s human capital, the new staff will have the skill 
and commitment to create and sustain significant organizational improvements, and those 
improvements will result in improved student achievement (Brady, 2003; Rice & Malen, 
2003).  Rice and Malen’s (2003) study of reconstitution found that although the 
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intervention provided schools the opportunity to remove ineffective teachers, it often 
neglected to accomplish its primary aim of improving the building’s human capital. The 
replacement administrators and teachers in many of the schools studied were found to 
have less experience and qualifications than their predecessors.   
Although the turnaround model was only recently employed, beginning in 2010, 
and evidence of its effectiveness in improving student achievement remains to be seen, 
lessons can be drawn from previous, comparable reconstitution efforts.  Discouraging 
evidence from NCLB’s reconstitution attempts is detailed in the previous section.  
Positive gains from previous attempts to turn around low performance through restaffing 
initiatives have been overshadowed by the human costs associated with the intervention 
(Brady, 2003; Hendrie, 1998; Mathis, 2009; Rice & Malen, 2003; Scott, 2008; Ziebarth, 
2002). In many instances, the intervention negatively affected the school’s climate and 
staff’s morale to the point that quality, experienced teachers volunteered for reassignment 
and were replaced by less experienced staff members. 
The human costs, which Rice and Malen (2003) found to be sacrificed in 
reconstitution efforts, are evidenced in the following list of lessons learned from 
Peterson’s (1998) study of school reconstitutions:   
 Reconstitution is “an enormously complex and difficult process of school 
reform” (Peterson, 1998, p. 9) 
 Implementing states and districts have taken widely different approaches to 
reconstitution.   
 Student achievement results vary among reconstituted schools. 
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 Reconstitution “takes an enormous amount of resources, skills, knowledge, 
and leadership,” and districts “need to commit some of their best people and 
many resources to support reconstitution” (Peterson, 1998, p. 9). 
 Care is required in each stage of reconstitution—preparing, during, after the 
initial buzz subsides—in order for it to have a chance to succeed. 
 “Highly qualified, skilled school leadership remain critical to success” 
(Peterson, 1998, p. 9). 
 Districts need to consider the many unintended consequences attendant to 
reconstitution efforts (e.g., low teacher morale and political conflict). 
Reconstitution lessons from Peterson (1998), Brady (2003), and Rice and Malen 
(2003) can be applied to the most current version of reconstitution, the turnaround model, 
in an effort to increase its chances for success.  Drawing on previous reconstitution 
research, practitioners employing the turnaround model should ensure strong leadership 
is in place to guide the intervention, staffing replacements increase rather than diminish 
the quality of a building’s human capital, significant operational changes accompany the 
new personnel, and an extended period of time is devoted to executing the multiple steps 
of the reconstitution process (Brady, 2003; Peterson, 1998; Rice & Malen, 2003). 
Nationally, the turnaround implementation model was selected in 21% of the 
nation’s Cohort I priority schools and 19% of the nation’s Cohort II priority schools 
(Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Ten of the 19 Kentucky priority high schools in this study 
selected to implement the turnaround intervention model.  The impact of the model on 
student achievement in those schools was analyzed.   
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Transformation 
 Low-performing schools implementing the transformation model are required to 
“replace the principal, strengthen staffing, implement a research-based instructional 
program, provide extended learning time, and implement new governance and flexibility” 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2010a, p. 12).  The transformation model is similar to the 
turnaround model in its initiation of instructional reforms and interventions and its 
requirement that the principal of the school be replaced.  Under the transformation model, 
a teacher and leader evaluation system that accounts for student progress must be 
developed requiring transformation schools to “use rigorous, transparent, and equitable 
evaluation systems for teachers and principals that take into account data on student 
growth as a significant factor” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b, p. 36).   Like 
turnaround, a transformation principal is provided operational flexibility and sustained 
support to implement comprehensive instructional reforms (Kutash et al., 2010).  The 
main difference between the turnaround and transformation intervention models is the 
transformation model does not require the replacement of any additional school staff, 
maintaining stability of human resources within the school.   
 The transformation model is often portrayed as the weakest, least aggressive of 
the four intervention options with little potential for impact and compared to NCLB’s 
“any other” fifth option (Kutash et al., 2010; Manwaring, 2011).  Like NCLB’s 
restructuring interventions, it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of the 
transformation intervention due to the array of practices it promotes.  The transformation 
model requires low-performing schools to adopt 24 separate practices under the five 
broad topics of (a) adopting comprehensive instructional reform strategies, (b) 
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developing and increasing teacher effectiveness, (c) developing and increasing principal 
effectiveness, (d) increasing learning time and creating community-oriented schools, and 
(e) having operational flexibility and receiving support (Herrmann et al., 2014).   
 If implemented with fidelity, the transformation model would refute its criticism 
as a weak intervention and produce long-lasting, positive effects (Manwaring, 2011).  
However, a 2013 survey (Herrmann et al., 2014) of school administrators regarding their 
SIG implementation found no schools chose to adopt all required transformation 
practices, and on average, schools adopted only two thirds of practices promoted by the 
transformation model.  Adopting comprehensive instructional reform strategies was the 
topic area with the highest overall adoption by transformation schools.  The three most 
commonly adopted transformation practices by schools implementing the model were (a) 
using data to inform and differentiate instruction, (b) increasing technology access for 
teachers or using computer-assisted instruction, and (c) providing ongoing professional 
development that involves working collaboratively or is facilitated by school leaders 
(Herrmann et al., 2014).   
Conversely, transformation schools reported the topic area of having operational 
flexibility and receiving support as having the lowest overall adoption.  The three least 
commonly adopted transformation practices by schools implementing the model were (a) 
using principal evaluation results to inform compensation, (b) using financial incentives 
and other strategies to recruit and retain effective teachers, and (c) using financial 
incentives to recruit and retain effective principals (Herrmann et al., 2014).   
The variance with which transformation practices are adopted across schools 
implementing the model makes it difficult to determine the intervention’s effectiveness in 
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improving student achievement.  Some observers believe models requiring the least 
change in staff, such as transformation, also have the least efficacy in turning around 
student achievement (Kutash et al., 2010; Wolfe, 2014).  The heavy criticism of the 
transformation model is discouraging, as it is the most widely implemented of the four 
models, selected by 73% of the nation’s priority schools in Cohort I and 75% of the 
nation’s priority schools in Cohort II (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Nine of the 19 Kentucky 
priority high schools in this study selected to implement the transformation intervention 
model.  The impact of the model on student achievement in those schools was analyzed.   
Model Criticism 
 The magnitude and competitive nature of ARRA’s investment in turning around 
the nation’s lowest performing schools are unmatched by any previous reform attempt.  
The legislation has the potential to produce national curriculum frameworks, increased 
transparency in accountability, and critical leadership development (Fullan, 2009).  Yet, 
the argument can be made that the four prescribed intervention models through which 
schools must do this work are simply repackaged versions of earlier reform efforts: 
school restart (NCLB’s restructuring Options 2 and 3), turnaround (NCLB’s 
reconstitution option), and transformation (NCLB’s “any other” option).   
 Another criticism of ARRA’s models is the lack of empirical evidence supporting 
their efficacy.  Due to the unique entrance of the ARRA legislation, its dramatic revision 
to the Title I SIG program was introduced without input from stakeholders beyond the 
U.S. Department of Education (Carpenter, 2011).  Early into Obama’s Presidency in 
2009, ARRA was introduced and passed as a stimulus package, meant to stave off further 
recession.  On the education front, the legislation included $3 billion in additional 
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funding for the Title I SIG program and redefined the program’s intent.  When Congress 
passed the ARRA stimulus package, drastic alterations were made to the Title I SIG 
program without the traditional policy developments that normally accompany such 
revisions (Carpenter, 2011).   
In May 2010, the U.S. Department of Education (2010c) released research 
summaries supporting the administration’s reauthorization of ESEA.  The research 
summary affirmed local choice in employing one of the four intervention models as an 
approach believed to turn around low-performing schools (Mathis & Welner, 2010; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010c).  However, the report failed to address the critical 
elements of the four prescribed implementation models, focusing instead on best 
practices approaches to turn around low performance, such as high expectations, strong 
leadership, and extended learning time (Mathis & Welner, 2010; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2010c).  The U.S. Department of Education’s research summary did not 
examine the four models, and the prescribed turnaround models have not been supported 
in research literature (Mathis, 2009; Mathis & Welner, 2010; Scott, 2008).  Critics have 
cited the injustice of low-performing schools serving the country’s neediest children, 
implementing interventions and subjecting themselves to sanctions when research fails to 
support the efficacy of the prescribed interventions (Mathis & Welner, 2010). 
Additionally, the prescriptive nature of the four intervention models has met a 
great deal of criticism (Zavadsky, 2012).  The main criticisms of the models include the 
requirements’ lack of flexibility to adapt to context and ill-placed blame for low 
performance on school personnel, especially the building principal, whose replacement is 
called for in each of the four models (Knudson, Shambaugh, & O’Day, 2011).  The 
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feasibility of some requirements of the models, such as extended instructional time or 
teacher evaluation based on student growth, is questioned in districts where union 
contracts prevent such practices (Zavadsky, 2012).  A final criticism of the revised SIG 
program is the 2- to 3-year timeline for success.  Although the time constraints create the 
urgency needed to address the work of chronically performing schools, realistic, 
significant academic progress will not likely be achieved until several years after a 
model’s implementation (Zavadsky, 2012). 
Model Constructs 
The major constructs of this study are the four federal implementation models: 
school closure, restart, turnaround, and transformation.  A specific set of permissible and 
required activities is outlined for each of the four models.  As stated previously, the 
requirements for school closure are closure of the school and enrollment of students in 
higher achieving schools in the district.  Model requirements for restart consist of 
converting or reopening the school as a charter school, with the operator being selected 
through a rigorous review process and enrolling any previous student who chooses to 
attend the school.  The required activities for schools selecting the turnaround and 
transformation models are vast.  Requirements are depicted in Appendix A, with actions 
shared between both models occupying the center of the diagram.   
In addition to depicting the required activities of the turnaround and 
transformation constructs, the diagram in Appendix A also illustrates the logic model of 
the study.  The graphic displays the key characteristics of both the turnaround and 
transformation implementation models and indicates that the execution of required 
actions has a direct effect on student achievement.  Researchers connect independent and 
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dependent variables to build theories.  This study’s theory is depicted visually in 
Appendix A as both experimental groups (turnaround and transformation) are compared 
on the independent variables of implementation model and time in terms of their 
influence on student achievement. 
The researcher was interested in the effect of school improvement reform efforts 
on student achievement.  The researcher expected there to be significant improvement on 
student achievement over time, but the between variable, or grouping variable, of 
implementation model allowed for a more focused assessment in which the form of 
improvement in student achievement could be modeled.  Through trend analysis and 
consultation of uncorrelated polynomials, the researcher could identify the student 
achievement improvement trend as linear, quadratic, or cubic (Stevens, 2013).  
The researcher expected to see a positive relationship between implementation of 
an intervention model (either turnaround or transformation) and student achievement.  
The positive impact on student achievement was expected to be more significant in 
transformation schools due to the model’s stability of human capital.  Building a 
committed staff has been cited as a strategy commonly practiced in schools that have 
completed successful turnarounds (Herman et al., 2008).  Selection of the turnaround 
model mandates that steps toward this practice be taken, as it requires replacement of at 
least 50% of school staff.  However, upon selection of the turnaround model, new leaders 
are faced with the daunting task of replacing half of the human capital in their buildings.  
The requirement to change personnel is complicated by the existence of strong union 
contracts and teacher tenure structures within some local school districts (Barela, 2011).  
Replaced staff is often relocated, not to unemployment status, but rather to other schools 
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within the same district, some in similar states of underperformance.  The researcher 
anticipated the churn of staff in turnaround schools would contribute to slower, less 
dramatic increases in student achievement than found in transformation schools. 
Selection of Intervention Model (Kentucky) 
Kentucky did not select the restart or school closure intervention model for any of 
its identified priority schools in Cohort I or II.  Kentucky’s avoidance of the restart and 
school closure models is reflective of a common trend for high schools across the nation.  
Charter laws and limited availability of high school external operators to support restart 
work discourage selection of the school restart option.  Additionally, few close-
proximity, quality, alternative high schools are available for school closure to be a viable 
option in many areas.  As a result, most high schools across the nation engaged in 
turnaround work default to selection of either the turnaround or transformation model.   
Following suit, only the transformation and turnaround models were implemented in 
Kentucky’s persistently lowest achieving schools.  This study focused on the 19 priority 
high schools identified in the state’s first two cohorts in 2011 and 2012.  Of the 19 
persistently low-achieving Kentucky high schools in Cohorts I and II, 10 schools selected 
and implemented the turnaround intervention model, and the remaining 9 schools 
selected and implemented the transformation intervention model.   
Turnaround Research: Knowns and Unknowns  
 Broad literature exists on school improvement reform.  However, school 
turnaround is a relatively new concept, applied since 2009 to the rapid, dramatic 
improvement of a low-performing school.  Despite its prevalence over the last 5 years, 
there are limited empirical school turnaround studies.  Many authors have addressed the 
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concept of school turnaround by providing tutorials on what strategies are proven to raise 
achievement and how to avoid potential pitfalls of the work (Brady, 2003; Duke, 2006; 
Herman et al., 2008; Kutash et al., 2010).  For example, Duke (2006) acknowledged that 
much has been learned with regard to factors that increase student achievement.  Duke 
(2006) cited elements such as assistance, collaboration, data-driven decision making, 
leadership, organizational structure, and staff development, among others, as critical 
practices associated with the process of improving low-performing schools.  Duke (2006) 
then cited significant gaps in turnaround research and discussed the following six topics 
as areas where more research is needed: 
 understanding school decline, 
 examining teamwork, 
 assessing interventions, 
 detecting midcourse corrections, 
 identifying unanticipated consequences, and 
 pinpointing personnel problems. 
Although Duke’s (2006) reference to assessing interventions as a school 
improvement topic that warrants further research applies to interventions at the 
individual, instructional level, this capstone was designed to address the research gap 
more comprehensively by assessing how low-performing students respond to the 
comprehensive, school-wide interventions provided to them.  This study addressed the 
question:  Are students in turnaround or transformation schools making more student 
achievement gains?   
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Herman (2012) echoed the claim that evidence of successful school turnarounds 
exists, often in small-scale case studies, but there is no consistency across large numbers 
of schools or contexts.  In an effort to address the lack of school turnaround research, the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences authored a guide for 
practitioners tasked with turning around low-performing schools (Herman et al., 2008).  
The report offered four practical recommendations, grounded in research, to spearhead 
successful turnaround efforts.  Turnaround leaders were advised to (a) “signal the need 
for dramatic change with strong leadership,” (b) “maintain a consistent focus on 
improving instruction,” (c) “provide visible improvements early in the turnaround 
process (quick wins),” and “build a committed staff” (Herman et al., 2008, p. 9). 
What has yet to be studied is the impact of a district or school’s choice of 
intervention model on its ability to successfully implement the above recommendations 
and, in turn, increase the achievement of students and schools.  For example, does the 
turnaround model enable leaders to “build a committed staff” more efficiently than the 
transformation model?  Does the transformation model provide more “quick wins” than 
the turnaround model?  The School Turnaround Field Guide identified a research and 
knowledge-sharing gap in school turnaround and charged readers to commit to the 
collective action of “ensuring funding and attention are directed to rigorously studying 
and comparing the efficacy of turnaround interventions” (Kutash et al., 2010, p. 8).  
Billions of dollars have been spent over the last decade in an effort to turn around the 
lowest performing schools.  This study was designed to discover if funding is best spent 
on one proven intervention model. 
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Of the few empirical studies on specific state turnaround efforts that do exist, 
results of interventions are mixed (Zavadsky, 2012).  Two relevant studies from the states 
of Washington (Yatsko, Lake, Nelson, & Bowen, 2012) and Michigan (Bojorquez, Rice, 
Hipps, & Li, 2012) detailed the respective states’ implementation of turnaround and 
transformation models.  The two studies presented contradictory findings.  The 
Washington study provided an account of cautious and compliant implementation and 
depicted an image of business as usual in the state’s 17 schools implementing either a 
turnaround or transformation model, noting only marginal differences from past reform 
efforts (Yatsko et al., 2012).  In contrast, a study of Michigan’s turnaround experience 
reported significant changes to leadership, human resource management, teacher 
expectation, and collaboration in its 28 schools implementing turnaround or 
transformation interventions (Bojorquez et al., 2012). 
 Both studies effectively evaluated early implementation efforts of the federal 
models.  The studies made comparisons between the turnaround and transformation 
models with regard to characteristics of implementation.  For example, turnaround 
schools were found to receive larger awards than transformation schools, and 
transformation schools were found to receive more extensive and frequent professional 
development than turnaround schools (Bojorquez et al., 2012; Yatsko et al., 2012).  
However, the discussion of model impact on student achievement was limited, as the 
schools had inadequate time since implementation of the model to show significant 
changes. The Michigan study avoided a discussion of student achievement altogether, 
focusing solely on 1st-year implementation trends, whereas the Washington study 
 65 
presented student achievement findings only in terms of averages for all SIG schools as 
compared to other schools in the state (Bojorquez et al., 2012; Yatsko et al., 2012).    
An additional study by Herrmann et al. (2014) compared turnaround and 
transformation schools and found no significant difference in the number of required 
practices adopted by the schools implementing either model during the 2012-13 school 
year.  Lacking in each of the above mentioned studies is a comparison between the two 
models with regard to implementation’s impact on outcomes for low-performing schools 
and a disaggregation of student achievement data between turnaround and transformation 
models.  This neglected comparison was the aim of the current study.  
Although limited research is available on the effectiveness of either the 
turnaround or transformation models as prescribed through ARRA since their 
implementation in 2011, studies of similar reform models do exist.  Successful 
turnarounds have been achieved in schools that access federal funding and, in doing so, 
adhere to the requirements of restructuring.  Much like the turnaround model, many 
restructuring or redesign school reform models require the removal of the school’s 
principal and at least a 50% replacement of staff, and many restructuring initiatives have 
yielded dramatic gains in student achievement within 3 years of implementation (G. M. 
Maxwell, Huggins, & Scheurich, 2010).   
In their study of public school reform, Tyack and Cuban (1995) contended the 
most successful reforms are those “required by law and easily monitored” and “least 
disruptive to teaching practice and standard school operating procedures” (p. 57).  The 
authors’ first criteria are met by each of the four intervention models, as current 
legislation mandates the implementation and monitoring of each turnaround option.  
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However, with regard to the authors’ second criteria of limited disruption to teaching and 
school procedures, the four intervention models present stark differences.  Both school 
closure and turnaround pose threats of disruption, as all or half of the educators are 
displaced.  Under restart, students and educators also may be relocated, depending on the 
charter’s approach, and teaching practice and operating procedures may be impacted as 
well.  The transformation model, which calls for removal of the school’s principal but 
leaves the teaching staff and student body intact, poses the least threat of disruption, as its 
prescribed instructional reforms and interventions do not alter overall teaching practice or 
school organization (Duke, 2012).  By Tyack and Cuban’s definition, the transformation 
model is most likely to impact student performance and survive.    
In contrast, many researchers have claimed models requiring the least change in 
staff, such as transformation, also have the least efficacy in turning around student 
achievement (Kutash et al., 2010).  Findings from a study of SIG schools in Washington 
State were critical of the transformation model, citing it as a weak intervention, 
promoting only incremental reform, and recommended it be eliminated as one of the 
federal intervention options (Yatsko et al., 2012).  This study responds to the need to 
assess the effectiveness of comprehensive, school-wide intervention models such as 
turnaround and transformation and their effect on student achievement in the schools in 
which they are implemented.  This study analyzed the student performance data of 10 
turnaround Kentucky high schools and 9 transformation Kentucky high schools in an 
effort to identify which model had the greatest impact on student achievement and school 
performance.   
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Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact Kentucky’s two chosen 
federal implementation models (turnaround and transformation) had on student 
achievement in the schools in which they were employed.  Additionally, this study was 
comparative in nature, exploring the differences in student performance results of 
turnaround and transformation Kentucky high schools for the 2012–2014 school years.  
For purposes of this study, student achievement was measured by ACT scores in English, 
Reading, Math, and Science and EOC scores in English 2, Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. 
History.  Three data points were used: 2012, 2013, and 2014 student performance results.  
ACT scores and EOC exam results detailing the percentage of students achieving 
Proficient and Distinguished levels on each of the four EOC exams from each of the 3 
years were collected from Kentucky’s 19 Cohort I and II priority high schools.  The data 
were examined to answer the following research questions: 
1. What impact did the implementation of the federal intervention models 
(turnaround and transformation) have on student achievement in the schools in 
which they were employed? 
2. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT English 
scores? 
3. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT 
Reading scores? 
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4. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT 
Mathematics scores? 
5. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT Science 
scores? 
6. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student English 2 
EOC exam scores?  
7. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student Algebra 2 
EOC exam scores?  
8. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student Biology 
EOC exam scores?  
9. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student U.S. History 
EOC exam scores?  
The null hypotheses for the study are the following: 
H10: The implementation of the federal intervention models (turnaround and 
transformation) had no significant impact on student achievement in the 
schools in which they were employed.   
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H20: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in English. 
H30: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Reading. 
H40: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Mathematics. 
H50: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Science. 
H60: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in English 2.  
H70: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in Algebra 2.  
H80: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in Biology.  
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H90: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in U.S. History.  
If these hypotheses were rejected, the implementation of the federal intervention 
models (turnaround and transformation) would significantly impact student achievement 
in the schools in which they were employed as measured by student ACT scores and 
EOC exam scores.  Additionally, significant differences in student achievement would be 
seen between turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
student ACT scores and EOC exam scores. 
The research questions stated above are significant to current educational 
research, policy, and practice, as billions of dollars are being spent to improve the 
nation’s lowest performing schools.  The most aggressive wave of school improvement 
reform and most scrutinizing system of school accountability is sweeping the nation.  The 
ARRA of 2009 drastically increased the attention placed on the nation’s lowest 
performing schools.  The legislation trumped previous accountability and school 
improvement efforts such as the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk, the Goals 2000 
Program, and NCLB (2002) to hold all schools accountable to high levels of achievement 
and assist underperforming institutions.   
Conclusion 
The purpose of this chapter was to provide a brief overview of the history of 
school improvement reform and the federal governments’ role in the nation’s educational 
policy.  The chapter entailed a definition of turnaround as a school improvement 
intervention strategy.  This section provided descriptions and highlighted similarities 
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between each of the five restructuring options under NCLB and each of the four approved 
intervention models under ARRA.  A exhaustive review of the literature on school 
turnaround was provided.   
A staggering prediction of more than 12,000 schools across the nation will be in 
need of improvement, corrective action, or restructuring by the 2014-15 school year 
(Kutash et al., 2010).  Finding proven, effective ways to turn around low-performing 
schools and districts is an urgent educational agenda item.  Successful school turnaround 
evidence is much more prevalent at the elementary than secondary level, as successful 
high school reform is inadequately supported with little empirical evidence (Bryk et al., 
2010; Stringfield et al., 2008).  Existing high school reform successes are limited to the 
context of individual schools, and no model of proven success exists for taking effective 
high school reform to scale beyond the local context (Payne, 2008).  This study provides 
a starting point for identifying which federal reform models are most effective in 
improving high school student achievement.   
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter provides an overview of the research design and procedures that 
structured the study.  As stated previously, ARRA (2009) legislation ushered in an 
aggressive wave of school improvement reform and a more intensive system of school 
accountability by drastically increasing the attention placed on the nation’s lowest 
performing schools.  Although previous initiatives increased transparent accountability 
efforts, launched comprehensive school improvement work targeting diverse student 
populations, and specifically funded low-performing schools (Comer, 2004; Doran & 
Drury, 2002; Duke, 2012; Kutash et al., 2010), ARRA was a game changer.  The act 
drastically increased SIG funding, applied school improvement funds in a concise and 
competitive manner, and prescribed the implementation of one of four intervention 
models: (a) transformation, (b) turnaround, (c) restart, or (d) school closure (Hurlburt et 
al., 2012; Kober & Rentner, 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2010a).   
Each Kentucky high school identified as persistently low achieving, or priority, in 
2011 and 2012 chose to implement either the turnaround or the transformation 
intervention model.  With implementation of both the turnaround and transformation 
intervention models, the school’s principal is replaced, and the new principal is granted 
operational flexibility and sustained support to implement comprehensive instructional 
reforms (Kutash et al., 2010).  In addition to the school’s principal, turnaround schools 
are required to replace no less than 50% of the school’s staff and implement significant 
reforms and interventions such as extended learning time and access to support.  The 
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transformation model does not require the replacement of any additional school staff 
beyond the building principal and calls for the development of a teacher and leader 
evaluation system that accounts for student progress.  Further clarity and explanation of 
the turnaround and transformation models are provided in the treatment section of this 
chapter.  
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact that Kentucky’s two 
chosen federal implementation models, turnaround and transformation, had on student 
achievement in the schools in which they were employed.  Additionally, this study was 
comparative in nature, exploring the differences in student performance results of 
turnaround and transformation Kentucky high schools.  For purposes of this study, 
student achievement was measured by ACT scores in English, Reading, Math, and 
Science and EOC scores in English 2, Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. History.  Three data 
points were used: 2012, 2013, and 2014 student performance results.  Average scores on 
each of the four ACT tests and the percentage of students achieving Proficient or 
Distinguished level on each of the four EOC exams from each of the 3 years were 
collected from Kentucky’s 19 Cohort I and II priority high schools.  The data were 
examined to answer nine research questions. 
Research Questions 
1. What impact did the implementation of the federal intervention models, 
turnaround and transformation, have on student achievement in the schools in 
which they were employed? 
 74 
2. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT English 
scores? 
3. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT Reading 
scores? 
4. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT 
Mathematics scores? 
5. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student ACT Science 
scores? 
6. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student English 2 
EOC exam scores?  
7. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student Algebra 2 
EOC exam scores?  
8. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student Biology EOC 
exam scores?  
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9. What are the differences in student achievement between turnaround and 
transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by student U.S. History 
EOC exam scores?  
Null Hypotheses 
H10: The implementation of the federal intervention models (turnaround and 
transformation) had no significant impact on student achievement in the 
schools in which they were employed.   
H20: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in English. 
H30: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Reading. 
H40: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Mathematics. 
H50: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by the 
ACT in Science. 
H60: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in English 2.  
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H70: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in Algebra 2.  
H80: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in Biology.  
H90: There are no significant differences in student achievement between 
turnaround and transformation high schools in Kentucky as measured by 
EOC exams in U.S. History.  
If any of these hypotheses were rejected, that would be evidence that the 
turnaround model significantly exceeded the transformation model or the transformation 
model significantly exceeded the turnaround model—as measured by ACT scores and 
EOC exam scores – in increasing student achievement. 
Participants 
The data for this study were derived from 19 Kentucky high schools identified by 
the state as being persistently low achieving, or priority, in 2011 and 2012.  The 
Kentucky Department of Education identified its lowest performing schools through 
consideration of each school’s overall academic achievement level, evidence of “lack of 
progress,” and graduation rates (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a).  Three years of 
student assessment results in reading and mathematics were used to determine the 
achievement level of each school and whether each school demonstrated a lack of 
progress (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  In determining schools’ graduation rates, the state of 
Kentucky also used 3 years of graduation rate data and averaged the graduation rates 
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across years (Hurlburt et al., 2011).  Demographic information for each of Kentucky’s 19 
priority high schools is depicted in Appendix B.  
Instrumentation 
A repeated-measures statistical analysis with a between-within design was used.  
Variables in repeated-measures designs are often referred to in terms of “between” and 
“within” (Stevens, 2013, p. 183).  The between variable in this study was the grouping 
variable of selected implementation model.  This was a categorical factor with two levels: 
turnaround or transformation.  The within variable is the factor on which subjects are 
repeatedly measured.  In this study, time was the within factor, as schools’ achievement 
results were recorded in consecutive years: 2012, 2013, and 2014.  This study’s between-
within subject design is represented as 2 x (3xS).  
 Either turnaround or transformation intervention models were implemented in 
each of Kentucky’s persistently low-achieving high schools in the hopes of dramatically 
improving student performance as measured by the state’s Unbridled Learning 
assessment and accountability system.  The state’s accountability system requires public 
school students to participate in annual testing.  Results of annual tests are included in the 
state’s accountability system, providing information about the performance of students, 
schools, and districts across the state.  Kentucky’s Unbridled Learning assessment and 
accountability system includes multiple measures that acknowledge the broad body of a 
school’s work: (a) achievement in the content areas of reading, mathematics, science, 
social studies, and writing; (b) gap or the percentage of students achieving at the 
Proficient and Distinguished levels for the gap group for the five content areas; (c) 
growth in reading and mathematics; (d) college- and career-readiness rate as measured by 
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ACT benchmarks, college placement tests, and career measures; and (e) graduation rate 
(Kentucky Department of Education, 2012a, 2012b; R. Sims, 2012).  
For high schools, each of the five measures (achievement, gap, growth, college or 
career readiness, graduation rate) is weighted equally at 20% of a school’s overall score.  
The state’s new accountability model robustly holds all schools and districts accountable 
for improving student performance and creates performance classifications that determine 
consequences and guide interventions and supports.  Appendix C depicts the weights and 
indicators for each of the performance measures comprising a high school’s overall 
accountability score. 
The dependent variables of the study were types of student achievement as 
represented by eight criterion variables: (a) ACT English score, (b) ACT Reading score, 
(c) ACT Math score, (d) ACT Science score, (e) EOC English 2 score, (f) EOC Algebra 2 
score, (g) EOC Biology score, and (h) EOC U.S. History score.  The ACT and EOC 
exams represent the two sets of outcome variables in the study.  Their components and 
the validity and reliability of their measures are described below. 
ACT 
 The ACT is a comprehensive system of data collection consisting of both an 
objective assessment component in the subjects of English, mathematics, reading, and 
science and a career- and education-planning component.  The ACT is a norm-referenced 
assessment that scores students along a common scale from 1–36 and provides 
information about how well their performance compares to other students.  The ACT is 
designed to determine how adeptly, and under time constraints, students can perform 
college-level work, such as their ability to make inferences, evaluate ideas, and solve 
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problems (ACT, 2014b).  Kentucky high school students take the ACT in the spring of 
their 11th-grade year.   
The ACT contains four multiple-choice tests: (a) a 75-item, 45-minute English 
test measuring conventions and rhetorical skills; (b) a 60-item, 60-minute Math test 
assessing mathematical reasoning skills; (c) a 40-item, 35-minute Reading test measuring 
referring, reasoning, and reading comprehension skills; and (d) a 40-item, 35-minute 
Science test assessing interpretation, analysis, and problem-solving skills required in the 
natural sciences (ACT, 2014b).  Scoring is based on the number of correct responses, or 
raw scores, on each of the four multiple-choice tests, which are converted to a scale score 
ranging from 1–36. 
Reliability refers to the degree to which a test produces reliable, stable, and 
consistent results.  Consistency of test scores is represented by reliability coefficients, 
estimates ranging from zero to one, with values closest to one indicating greater 
consistency.  The technical manual for the ACT (2014b) provided the scale score 
reliability and average standard error of measurement (SEM) for the six national ACT 
administrations in 2011-12.  The results are summarized in Table 1.  A comprehensive 
analysis of instrument purpose, reliability, and validity of the ACT is provided in 
Appendix D.   
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Table 1 
Scale Score Reliability and Average Standard Error of Measurement (SEM) Summary 
Statistics for the ACT 
Test 
Scale score reliability  Average SEM 
Median Min. Max. Median Min. Max. 
English .92 .92 .93  1.72 1.66 1.74 
Mathematics .91 .90 .92  1.50 1.43 1.60 
Reading .88 .86 .90  2.09 1.95 2.21 
Science .83 .80 .85  2.06 1.95 2.24 
Note. Summary statistics for the six national ACT administrations in 2011-2012. Source: 
Technical Manual: The ACT, by ACT (2014B), retrieved from http://www.act.org/aap/ 
pdf/ACT_Technical_Manual.pdf. 
EOC Exams 
Under Kentucky’s current assessment system, Kentucky high school students are 
required to take EOC exams at the conclusion of coursework in English 2, Algebra 2, 
Biology, and U.S. History.  ACT, Inc. was awarded the contract to provide the EOC 
assessments in Kentucky through a procurement process.  The EOC exams are included 
within the ACT’s QualityCore program, a research-based system of resources, formative 
items, and summative assessments intended to help schools prepare all students for 
college and career (ACT, 2014a).  Each of the four EOC exams administered in Kentucky 
consists of two components with 35–38 multiple-choice items each.  Students are given 
45 minutes of testing time for each component and generally complete one full EOC 
assessment during a single 90-minute block (ACT, 2014a).  The number of correct 
responses, or raw scores, on each of the multiple-choice tests is converted through 
statistical equating procedures to a QualityCore scale score ranging from 125–175 (ACT, 
2014a).  
 81 
The ACT (2014a) QualityCore technical manual provided the summary statistics 
for each of the EOC forms factored into Kentucky high schools’ accountability.  
Summary statistics are provided in Table 2.  A comprehensive analysis of instrument 
purpose, reliability, and validity of the EOC tests is provided in Appendix E.   
Table 2 
Raw Test Score Summary Statistics for End-of-Course Forms 
Statistic English 2 Algebra 2 Biology U.S. History 
Mean 40.29 28.02 33.93 27.20 
SD 14.07   8.73 11.51   9.43 
Skewness –0.29   0.43   0.24   0.74 
Kurtosis   2.01   2.97   2.28   3.15 
Reliability   0.93   0.82   0.89   0.84 
SEM   3.63   3.75   3.78   3.82 
Note. Each subject test has 70 items. Adapted from Technical Manual: ACT QualityCore, 
by ACT, 2014a, retrieved from http://www.act.org/qualitycore/pdf/TechnicalManual.pdf.  
 
Design and Procedures 
 The researcher selected a quantitative research approach.  Creswell (2013) 
described quantitative research as “an approach for testing objective theories by 
examining the relationship among variables” (p. 4).  The researcher adopted a 
postpositivist worldview.  The researcher examined assumptions related to quantitative 
research design and tested statistical assumptions related to the data analyses that were 
used in the study.  The problem of this study was in line with the postpositivist 
philosophy “in which causes determine effects or outcomes” (Creswell, 2013, p. 7) as it 
assessed the federal implementation models of turnaround and transformation that 
influence student achievement.   
A causal-comparative research design was chosen.  In causal-comparative 
research, causes of existing differences among groups of people are determined (Fraenkel 
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& Wallen, 2009).  The between variable of the study was implementation model, 
turnaround or transformation.  In adherence to the definition of a causal-comparative 
study, this group difference variable could not be manipulated, as attendance at a 
turnaround or transformation school already had occurred, and the data were archived 
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  Therefore, causal-comparative research was the most 
appropriate research design for the given study because the investigator observed and 
analyzed conditions that already had taken place between groups.   
In this causal-comparative design, two groups, Group Tu (turnaround) and Group 
Tr (transformation) were selected with nonrandom assignment.  Two different treatments, 
transformation (XTR) and turnaround (XTU), were applied to the respective groups.  There 
was no control group in the study.  The specific research design can be depicted as 
follows, where O represents measures at each year under study:  
  Group Tr  XTR  O1    XTR  O2     XTR   O3 
   
                        Group Tu  XTU  O1    XTU  O2     XTU   O3 
 
Eight separate 2 x (3xS) split-plot repeated-measures ANOVA were run in an 
effort to determine impact of selected implementation model over time on (a) ACT 
English score, (b) ACT Reading score, (c) ACT Math score, (d) ACT Science score, (e) 
EOC English 2 score, (f) EOC Algebra 2 score, (g) EOC Biology score, and (h) EOC 
U.S. History score. 
The researcher was interested in the effect of school improvement reform efforts 
on student achievement.  The researcher expected there to be significant improvement on 
student achievement over time, but the between variable, or grouping variable, of 
implementation model allowed for a more focused assessment in which the form of 
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improvement in student achievement could be modeled.  Through trend analysis, the 
researcher could identify the student achievement improvement trend as linear or 
quadratic, when there were three measurements over time (Stevens, 2013).  
The hypotheses of this study were addressed using a split-plot repeated-measures 
analysis of variance (ANOVA).  This design is referred to as a host of different names by 
researchers: Lindquist Type I, mixed, and two-way ANOVA with repeated measures on 
one factor (Stevens, 2013).  For the sake of clarity, split-plot will be the name associated 
with this study’s one between and one within factor design.  The term mixed should be 
avoided as a label of the split-plot ANOVA to avoid confusion with the term mixed 
methods, the combination of quantitative and qualitative research (Creswell, 2013).   
The use of repeated measures in combination with a one-way ANOVA was an 
appropriate and logical choice in this study, as the researcher was concerned with 
performance trends over time (Stevens, 2013).  This study compared two implementation 
models (turnaround and transformation), and the schools were measured 1, 2, and 3 years 
after implementation of the selected model to determine the residual effect of the models 
on student achievement (Stevens, 2013).     
The researcher carefully considered the benefits and limitations of using the 
repeated-measures ANOVA versus a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  
Using the MANOVA, the researcher would have reduced the number of tests run, only 
needing to run one MANOVA for ACT scores and one MANOVA for EOC scores.  
Multivariate tests increase the likelihood of finding significance as data may be 
significant as a set of dependent variables but not for each one individually (Stevens, 
2009).   
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However, a top priority of the researcher was the analysis of student achievement 
data longitudinally.  The study explored the impact of the federal intervention models as 
they were employed over time in the intervention’s early, progressing, and advanced 
stages of implementation.  Unlike the MANOVA, the repeated-measures ANOVA could 
analyze student achievement on three data points: 2012, 2013, and 2014 student 
achievement scores.  Although the repeated-measures ANOVA required eight separate 
tests to be run (ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT Math, ACT Science, EOC English 2, 
EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History), it provided the researcher with 
the desired longitudinal view of data.  The question of power also led the researcher to 
select ANOVA over MANOVA.  When assuming sphericity, univariate tests are much 
more powerful than multivariate approaches (Stevens, 2009).   
The repeated-measures ANOVA offers the advantages of efficiency, economy of 
subjects, and increased power (Field, 2013; Stevens, 2013).  With regard to efficiency, 
repeated-measures designs are sensitive to experimental effects and are precise, reducing 
unsystematic variance (Field, 2013; Stevens, 2013).  Fewer participants are needed in a 
repeated-measures design.  It is generally recommended to obtain 70 cases per group in 
randomized designs; however, with repeated measures, researchers can reduce that 
number in half or even by a third (Cohen, 2013).  This is a critical practical advantage in 
the case of this study, as only 19 high schools were identified by the state of Kentucky as 
persistently low achieving in the first two cohorts.  Finally, in repeated-measures designs, 
variability among the subjects is removed from the error term, making the design much 
more statistically powerful than randomized designs (Stevens, 2013).       
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Assumptions of ANOVA 
The validity of the split-plot repeated-measures ANOVA is dependent on data 
meeting the specified assumptions of independence, normality, homogeneity of variance, 
and sphericity (Field, 2013; Stevens, 2013).  The first assumption that must be met when 
performing an ANOVA is independence of observations.  Independence means each 
score is independently generated and unaffected by any other score in the group.  
Although a statistical test can confirm a suspected violation of independence, the 
assumption of independence is usually assessed by the researcher’s examination of the 
research scenario.  In this study, the student achievement scores of 19 independent 
schools were analyzed. Data from the schools could be safely assumed to be independent.   
The second assumption is normality, meaning that histograms of the dependent 
variables approximate the shape of the normal distribution.  The researcher can check to 
verify that the scores in the sample are normally distributed by examining the frequency 
polygons of dependent variables and ensuring that they represent normal (bell) curves.   
Research has shown that ANOVA is robust against lack of normality, meaning that 
violation of the assumption does not seriously inflate the probability of Type I or Type II 
errors (Stevens, 2013). 
The third assumption of ANOVA, homogeneity of variance, assumes that the 
variance of scores in the population is equal.  This assumption is checked by using Box’s 
test and verifying that the resulting Box’s statistic is not significant.  In addition to these 
three assumptions, a between-within design must meet an assumption of sphericity.  The 
assumption of sphericity ensures an equality of the variance of differences between 
treatments in the population, or all the variances of the differences are equal in the 
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population.  The dependent variables must be sufficiently correlated with each other to 
justify the conclusion that each one is a different component of a single construct.  In 
other words, the correlation across conditions should be the same.  The assumption of 
sphericity is the most restrictive assumption and can be measured using Mauchly’s test 
(Field, 2013). However, the Mauchly test is not always a reliable indicator of sphericity 
(Keselman, Rogan, Mendoza, & Breen, 1980).  As a consequence, a procedure was used, 
the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment (Stevens, 2009), which removes any bias due to 
violation of sphericity.  
Treatments 
The major constructs of this study were the four federal implementation models: 
school closure, restart, turnaround, and transformation.  A specific set of permissible and 
required activities is outlined for each of the four models.  The requirements for school 
closure are closure of the school and enrollment of students in higher achieving schools 
in the district.  Model requirements for restart consist of converting or reopening the 
school as a charter school, with the operator being selected through a rigorous review 
process and enrolling any previous student who chooses to attend the school (Bojorquez 
et al., 2012).  The required activities for schools selecting the turnaround and 
transformation models are vast.  Requirements are depicted in the Venn diagram in 
Appendix A, with actions shared between both models occupying the center of the 
diagram.   
With implementation of the turnaround intervention model, the school’s principal 
and no less than 50% of the school’s staff are replaced (U.S. Department of Education, 
2010b).  The staff-replacement requirement of the turnaround model is often met with 
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resistance, but the large turnover in staff enables a reset of school culture and can yield a 
high level of impact (Kutash et al., 2010).  The principal is granted operational flexibility 
with regard to staffing, calendars, schedules, and budgeting (Kutash et al., 2010).  
Turnaround schools are required to implement significant instructional reforms and 
interventions such as extended learning time, the continuous use of student data, and 
access to “on-going, high-quality job-embedded professional development” in an effort to 
significantly improve student achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b, p. 27).  
The turnaround implementation model was selected in 21% of the nation’s Cohort I 
priority schools and 19% of the nation’s Cohort II priority schools (Hurlburt et al., 2011). 
The transformation intervention model is similar to the turnaround model in its 
initiation of instructional reforms and interventions and its requirement that the principal 
of the school be replaced.  Under the transformation model, a teacher and leader 
evaluation system that accounts for student progress must be developed requiring 
transformation schools to “use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for 
teachers and principals that take into account data on student growth as a significant 
factor” (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b, p. 36).  Like turnaround, a transformation 
principal is provided operational flexibility and sustained support to implement 
comprehensive instructional reforms (Kutash et al., 2010).  The main difference between 
the turnaround and transformation intervention models is the transformation model does 
not require the replacement of any additional school staff, maintaining stability of human 
resources within the school.  Critics of the transformation model view it as a weak 
intervention with little potential for impact, much like NCLB’s restructuring 
interventions (Kutash et al., 2010).  Some observers have maintained that models 
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requiring the least change in staff, such as transformation, also have the least efficacy in 
turning around student achievement (Kutash et al., 2010).  The transformation model is 
the most widely implemented of the four models, selected by 73% of priority schools in 
Cohort I and 75% of priority schools in Cohort II (Hurlburt et al., 2011).   
In addition to depicting the required activities of the turnaround and 
transformation constructs, Appendix A illustrates the logic model of the study.  The 
graphic displays the key characteristics of both the turnaround and transformation 
implementation models and indicates that the execution of required actions has a direct 
effect on student achievement.  Researchers connect independent and dependent variables 
to build theories.  This study’s theory is depicted visually in Appendix A as the two 
turnaround and transformation experimental groups are compared on the independent 
variables of implementation model and time in terms of their influence on student 
achievement. 
Data Collection 
In Kentucky, state-required Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational 
Progress EOC exams in English 2, Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. History are administered 
at the conclusion of coursework.  Students receive a scale score and the performance 
levels of Novice, Apprentice, Proficient, or Distinguished.  Additionally, the ACT, a 
college entrance exam, is administered to all Kentucky 11th graders.  The subjects tested 
are English, mathematics, reading, and science.  
Each year, School Report Cards are posted on the Kentucky Department of 
Education’s website, providing information about each school, including test 
performance, teacher qualifications, student safety, awards, and parent involvement.  
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Through consultation of the 2012, 2013, and 2014 School Report Cards of the 19 Cohort 
I and II priority high schools in Kentucky, the following data sets were collected from 
each respective school’s learning environment profile and assessment score reports:  
 School Rewards and Assistance Category (Priority, Focus, Progressing, etc.), 
 ACT Grade 11 average score in English, 
 ACT Grade 11 average score in Mathematics, 
 ACT Grade 11 average score in Reading, 
 ACT Grade 11 average score in Science, 
 EOC English 2 performance level (% Proficient or Distinguished), 
 EOC Algebra 2 performance level (% Proficient or Distinguished), 
 EOC Biology performance level (% Proficient or Distinguished), and 
 EOC U.S. History performance level (% Proficient or Distinguished). 
Delimitations 
This study was restricted in scope with regard to the selected schools in the study, 
the study’s timeline, and the study’s omission of other contributing players in the 
turnaround landscape.  First, all schools in the study are housed in one state: Kentucky.  
The study is narrowed again to include only high schools from the state of Kentucky, and 
of those high schools, only those in the state’s persistently lowest achieving, or priority, 
assistance category. 
Second, this study acknowledges the definition of turnaround as proposed by 
Mass Insight Education as “a dramatic and comprehensive intervention in a low-
performing school that produces significant gains in achievement within two years” 
(Calkins et al., 2007, p.2).  Achieving significant achievement gains in 2 years has been a 
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challenging feat for many turnaround leaders, who have cited the critical results after 2 
years of turnaround to be changes in culture, implementation of strategies, and fidelity of 
the turnaround effort (Kutash et al., 2010).  High school turnaround can be expected to 
take longer and should be viewed as a multiyear effort, with 5–6 years needed for 
noticeable, substantial performance in student achievement (Fullan, 2000; Payne, 2008).  
Given the elaborate timing of the turnaround process, this study’s evaluation of student 
achievement after just 2 or 3 years of model implementation might prove to be 
premature.  
 Third, despite the complexity of the turnaround landscape, this study narrowly 
honed in on the impact of a chosen implementation model on student achievement.  In 
order to obtain an accurate and thorough view of a school’s turnaround effort, the roles of 
various constituents such as federal, state, local governments, unions, school operators, 
supporting partners, community-based organizations, research and field building 
organizations, and philanthropic funders must be recognized and accounted for as well.  
For example, the role district central offices play in systemic educational reform is vital, 
yet neglected in this study (Rorrer, Skrla, & Scheurich, 2008).  Their inclusion might 
have yielded interesting conclusions as all 10 of the turnaround high schools in the study 
were housed in a common district, and each of the nine transformation high schools was 
governed by a separate district office.   
Conclusion 
The purpose of this chapter was to provide an overview of the research methods 
and structural design of this study.  The chapter entailed a description of the research 
setting, sample, instrumentation, and data collection processes.  A rationale for the 
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researcher’s quantitative approach and ANOVA design was provided.  Delimitations of 
the study were cited.  The study analyzes the impact of the turnaround and transformation 
federal intervention models on student achievement in the 19 Kentucky priority high 
schools in which the models were employed.   
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
The research hypotheses of the study were initially addressed with ANOVA.  
Data from the 19 schools were then explored using descriptive statistics, including 
correlational analysis.  Schools implementing the transformation model differed on 
several variables, such as percentage of students on free or reduced-price lunch, from 
schools implementing the turnaround model. These factors had the potential to be control 
variables.  Following descriptive and correlational analyses, the research hypotheses of 
the study were again addressed, principally with analyses of covariance (ANCOVA). 
Tests of Hypotheses Using ANOVA 
The dependent variables of the study were four EOC tests and four ACT tests.  
The null hypotheses of the study were tested with eight analyses.  Each analysis was a 
repeated-measures ANOVA, with one between-school variable, model (coded 
transformation = 0, turnaround = 1), and one within-school variable, years (2011-2012, 
2012-2013, and 2013-2014).  Eight separate 2x (3xS) repeated-measures ANOVA were 
run in an effort to determine impact of selected implementation model over time on (a) 
ACT English score, (b) ACT Reading score, (c) ACT Math score, (d) ACT Science score, 
(e) EOC English 2 score, (f) EOC Algebra 2 score, (g) EOC Biology score, and (h) EOC 
U.S. History score.   
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Tests of Statistical Assumptions of ANOVA 
  Data that are analyzed with repeated-measures ANOVA are expected to meet four 
specific statistical assumptions: (a) independence, (b) normality, (c) homogeneity of 
variance, and (d) sphericity (Stevens, 2009).  Failure to meet these assumptions could 
result in biased decisions due to an increase in either Type I errors, resulting from a false 
rejection of the null hypothesis, or Type II errors, resulting from a false retention of the 
null hypothesis.   
 The independence of observations assumption is the first assumption that must be 
met when performing an ANOVA.  Independence means each score is independently 
generated and unaffected by any other score in the group.  Examination of the given 
study’s research scenario—student achievement scores of 19 independent schools—
confirmed the independence assumption was met.   
The normality assumption assumes that a univariate normal distribution of 
criterion variables exists.  This assumption is met when the histograms, or frequency 
polygons, of the distribution of dependent variables approximate the normal, bell-curve 
shape. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to check for normality of distribution of 
the ACT composite scores in 2014 and the EOC scores for each of the four tested areas in 
2014.  Table 3 shows a summary of results from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.  The 
obtained probabilities for each test exceeded the criterion of p = .05, indicating a lack of 
statistical significance and verifying that the assumption of normality had been met. 
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Table 3 
Tests of Normality Assumption for Repeated-Measures Analyses of Variance 
2014 End-of-Course test Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic df Sig. 
English 2 .159 19 .20 
Algebra 2 .160 19 .20 
U.S. History .128 19 .20 
Biology .139 19 .20 
 
The homogeneity of variance assumption assumes that the variance of scores in 
the population is equal.  The Levene test is robust against nonnormality and frequently 
used to test for homogeneity of variance (Stevens, 2009).  Table 4 shows a summary of 
results from Levene’s test.  All of the obtained probabilities for these tests exceeded the 
criterion of p = .05, indicating a lack of statistical significance and confirming an equality 
of population variances.    
Table 4 
Results of Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance Assumption for Repeated-Measures 
Analysis of Variance 
Test 
2012  2013  2014 
Levene’s test p  Levene’s test p Levene’s test p 
End-of-Course         
English 2 0.02 .89  0.05 .83  0.23 .64 
Algebra 2 0.18 .67  3.47 .08  0.47 .50 
U.S. History 0.03 .87  0.55 .47  0.08 .79 
Biology 1.32 .27  0.00 .99  0.89 .36 
ACT         
Reading 0.00 .96  0.09 .77  0.58 .46 
English 0.01 .91  0.15 .71  0.02 .90 
Math 0.12 .74  0.16 .69  0.01 .94 
Science 0.01 .93  0.61 .45  1.84 .19 
 
 95 
To check the assumption of sphericity, it would have been possible to use 
Mauchly’s test for each ANOVA. Because the reliability of Mauchly’s test is suspect 
(Stevens, 2009), a procedure was used that corrects hypothesis tests for violation of the 
assumption.  The practical effect of this strategy was to minimize erroneous decisions due 
to violations of sphericity, assuming such violations existed.  The results detailed above 
provided sufficient evidence that the statistical assumptions of ANOVA were met, and 
the tests of hypotheses would not be biased by an excess of Type I or Type II errors. 
Results of Tests of Null Hypotheses Using ANOVA 
 Eight ANOVA were performed, each having three sources of variance that were 
tested: (a) the main effect of model, (b) the main effect of years, and (c) the interaction of 
model and years.  The latter two effects were tested using the Greenhouse-Geisser 
adjustment for degrees of freedom (Stevens, 2009) to reduce any bias resulting from 
violation of sphericity, a previously described assumption of repeated-measures 
ANOVA.  
Table 5 shows the means of the two models. Table 6 shows a summary of the 
hypothesis tests. There were significant main effects of model for one EOC variable, 
English 2, and for all four ACT variables of Reading, English, Math, and Science.  In 
each case, the mean of transformation schools was significantly higher than the mean of 
turnaround schools.   
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Table 5 
Mean Scores by School Improvement Model 
Test Transformation Turnaround Partial eta squared Effect size 
End-of-Course     
English 2 44.38 32.04 .43 Large 
ACT     
Reading 18.09 16.04 .61 Large 
English 16.70 14.74 .34 Large 
Math 17.67 16.65 .34 Large 
Science 18.08 16.69 .52 Large 
 
Table 6 
F Statistics for Repeated-Measures Analyses of Variance of End of Course (EOC) and 
ACT Assessments  
Test 
Main effect of  
model 
 Main effect of  
year 
 Interaction of  
model and year 
F(1, 17) p F p F p 
EOC         
English 2 12.69   .002  F(1.9, 32.9) = 3.00 .07  F(1.9, 32.9) = 1.87 .17 
Algebra 2   2.92 .11  F(1.9, 31.5) = 0.52 .59  F(1.9, 31.5) = 3.14 .06 
U.S. History   1.98 .18  F(1.6, 27.4) = 24.17 .00  F(1.6, 27.4) = 2.21 .14 
Biology   1.40 .25  F(1.7, 28.5) = 9.70 .00  F(1.7, 28.5) = 2.42 .12 
ACT         
Reading 26.27 .00  F(1.9, 32.3) = 6.83   .00  F(1.9, 32.3) = 0.28 .75 
English 18.33 .00  F(2.0, 33.3) = 3.34 .05  F(2, 33.3) = 0.35   .70 
Math   8.89 .01  F(1.8, 31.0) = 4.79 .02  F(1.8, 31) = 1.71 .20 
Science 18.29 .00  F(1.6, 27.0) = 5.87 .01  F(1.6, 27) = 0.23 .75 
Note.  Model was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1.  Years were 2012, 2013, and 
2014.  The between-school variable was model; the within-school variable was year of 
measurement. 
In addition, the main effect of year was significant for two EOC variables, U.S. 
History and Biology, and for all four ACT variables of Reading, English, Math, and 
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Science.  Table 7 shows mean scores, the results of trend analysis, and the results of 
multiple comparisons among the three means from the 3 years of measurement.  Effect 
sizes for the main effects were calculated.  The partial eta squared statistics and the 
magnitudes of the effect sizes were (a) EOC History, .59, large; (b) EOC Biology, .36, 
large; (c) ACT Reading, .29, large; (d) ACT English, .16, medium; (e) ACT Math, .22, 
large; and (f) ACT Science, .26, large. 
Table 7 
Follow-Up of Repeated-Measures Analyses of Variance: Statistically Significant Main 
Effects for Year 
Test 
2012 
M1 
2013 
M2 
2014 
M3 
Statistically 
significant  
trendsb 
Statistically 
significant multiple 
comparisonsb 
End-of-Course      
U.S. History 26.51 35.94 44.42 82.83, p < .001 M2 > M1,  
M3 > M1,  
M3 > M2 
Biology 21.33 27.24 28.39 17.53, p < .01 M2 > M1, 
M3 > M1 
ACT      
Reading 16.77 17.08 17.33 15.74, p < .01 M3 > M1 
English 15.54 15.61 16.01   5.20, p < .05 None 
Math 17.03 17.06 17.39   8.01, p < .05 M3 > M1 
Science 17.03 17.49 17.64   7.13, p < .05 M2 > M1,  
M3 > M1 
aLinear, F(1, 17). 
bBonferroni-corrected multiple comparisons used p = .05 for the set of comparisons. 
 As can be seen in Table 7, there was a significant linear trend for the six variables 
that had a significant main effect for year. Pairwise comparisons among the means 
revealed that, most often, the mean of the last year of data (2014) exceeded the mean of 
the first year of data (2012).  Effect sizes were strongest for EOC U.S. History, EOC 
Biology, ACT Reading, and ACT Science. 
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 The third source of variance in the repeated-measures ANOVA was the 
interaction effect.  There were no significant model-by-year interaction effects for any of 
the EOC or ACT variables.  This meant there was no evidence that changes in years were 
different between schools implementing the transformation model and schools 
implementing the turnaround model. 
 Following the ANOVA, further analyses of the data were performed.  This was 
done because inspection of the data by school (e.g., Appendix B) revealed obvious 
differences between the schools in the transformation-model group and schools in the 
turnaround-model group.  Differences existed on demographic variables like free or 
reduced-price lunch status, which complicated the comparison of the two models.  Such 
differences raised the possibility of using demographic variables as covariates in 
comparisons of the two models. 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlational Analysis 
Table 8 shows means and standard deviations for three school-characteristic 
variables.  The variables compared were the schools’ percentage of students eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch, the schools’ minority enrollment percentage, and the 
schools’ 4-year graduation rate.  Table 8 depicts averages for the variables in 
transformation schools, turnaround schools, transformation and turnaround schools 
combined, and the state averages for the variables.   
As can be seen in the first two columns of Table 8, there were differences 
between the averages for the 9 schools implementing the transformation model and the 
10 schools implementing the turnaround model on all three variables.  The mean for 
percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was higher in turnaround 
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schools (80.11%) than transformation schools (68.88%).  The mean for minority 
enrollment percentage was significantly higher in turnaround schools (55.48%) than 
transformation schools (12.29%).  Additionally, the mean for 4-year graduation rate was 
lower in turnaround schools (80.03%) than transformation schools (90.17%).     
Table 8 
Means and Standard Deviations for Three School Characteristics: Data From 2013-2014 
(N = 19 Schools) 
Characteristic 
Transformation 
model 
 
Turnaround  
model 
 
All  
schools 
 State 
average 
M SD M SD M SD M 
% of students eligible for free 
or reduced-price lunch 
68.88   8.12  80.11   8.14  74.79   9.78  58.4 
Minority enrollment % 12.29 16.56  55.48 12.39  35.02 26.26  20.2 
% of students graduating in  
4 years 
90.17   6.45  80.03   6.95  84.83   8.35  87.5 
Note. Minority enrollment percentage was the sum of all students not classified White, 
including Black or African American, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, Native 
Hawaiian, and two or more races. Graduation rate was the 4-year adjusted graduation 
rate. Data were retrieved from the 2013-2014 Kentucky School Report Cards. 
Also, as can be seen in the last two major columns of Table 8, there were 
differences between all 19 transformation and turnaround schools in the study combined 
and the state averages on each of the three variables.  As a group, the 19 schools in the 
study had a mean for percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
(74.79%) much above the average in the state of Kentucky (58.4%).  Also, despite a 
meager minority enrollment percentage in transformation schools (12.29%), the 19 
schools combined still had a mean for minority enrollment percentage (35.02%) that 
surpassed the state average (20.2%).  The mean for the 4-year graduation rate of the 19 
schools (84.83%) was the variable most comparable to the state average (87.5%). 
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 The three school-characteristic variables of free and reduced-price lunch 
percentage, minority enrollment percentage, and graduation rate were intercorrelated.  
Table 9 shows the six correlations that were obtained with the investigation of linear 
relationships that existed among the variables.  Moderate to strong correlations were 
obtained for all correlations, and all correlations were significant at p < .01.  The last 
column of Table 9 lists correlations with the variable model and the three school-
characteristic variables.  
Table 9 
Correlations Among Four School Characteristics Measured in 2013-2014 (N = 19) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 
1. Free or reduced-price lunch percentage — .74 –.82   .59 
2. Minority enrollment percentage  — –.70   .84 
3. Four-year graduation rate   — –.62 
4. Modela    — 
Note. All correlations were significant at p < .01.  
aModel was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1. 
The variable model (coded 0 for transformation and 1 for turnaround) was 
positively associated with both free and reduced-price lunch percentage (r = .59) and 
minority enrollment percentage (r = .84).  These correlations indicated that turnaround 
schools were associated with a higher percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch and a higher percentage of minority students.  Thus, the variable of model 
was confounded with both variables of free or reduced-price lunch status and minority 
enrollment.  The variable of model was negatively associated with graduation rate (r =  
–.62), indicating a lower percentage of students graduating in 4 years in turnaround 
schools.  As graduation rate is a school outcome rather than a demographic variable like 
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free or reduced-price lunch status and minority percentage, it was not classified as a 
confound with the variable model for the purpose of this study.   
 Although significant correlations were obtained with the variable model and all 
three school-characteristic variables, the correlation between the variables model and free 
or reduced-price lunch status was focused on as a possibility that the latter variable might 
be a confounding variable.  The decision to investigate free or reduced-price lunch 
percentage as a covariate in lieu of minority enrollment percentage and graduation rate 
was made for several reasons.  First, graduation rate is categorized as an output variable, 
and the intent was to control for input variables that might affect the study’s outcome.  
Only information gathered before treatments begin should be used as covariates (Stevens, 
2009).  Graduation rate was measured after treatments were used and was affected by the 
implementation of the chosen intervention model.  Second, whereas free or reduced-price 
lunch percentage and minority enrollment percentage are both demographic, input 
variables, free or reduced-price lunch percentage was much more balanced among the 
two groups of schools, with a mean of 68.88% in transformation schools and 80.11% in 
turnaround schools.  In contrast, there was a stark imbalance of minority enrollment 
percentage between the two groups of schools, with a mean of only 12.29% in 
transformation schools as compared to 55.48% in turnaround schools.  Third, due to the 
low proportion of minority students enrolled in many of the study’s transformation 
schools, it would be difficult to use minority enrollment percentage as a covariate.  The 
use of free or reduced-price lunch status as a covariate was justified as both 
transformation and turnaround schools had a large percentage of students eligible for free 
or reduced-price lunch, with means in both groups significantly above the state average.   
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For the reasons specified above, the correlation between the variables model and 
free or reduced-price lunch status was focused on as a possibility that the latter variable 
might be a confounding variable.  This would occur if both variables were not only 
associated with one another but also associated with assessment test scores, the 
dependent variables used in the hypotheses to be tested.  This was plausible, since a 
wealth of research has established the association between free or reduced-price lunch 
status, an accepted measure of SES, and academic achievement outcomes (Darling-
Hammond, 2010; Munoz & Dossett, 2001; Noguera, 2013; Orfield, 2001; Rothstein, 
2013).  In order to investigate the possibility of confounding, intercorrelations were 
calculated with three variables: (a) model, (b) free or reduced-price lunch status, and (c) 
assessment test scores.  
 Various test scores and other measurements of variables were available.  For the 
sake of efficiency, three things were done to simplify the analysis.  First, because reading 
and mathematics are the most commonly used performance measures, only four 
assessment scores were used: EOC English 2, EOC Algebra 2, ACT Reading, and ACT 
Mathematics.  Second, data were restricted to one assessment year, 2011-2012.  This was 
the earliest year of measurement selected for the study, and presumably students in the 
schools would be less affected at that time by any differential effects of the two models.  
The third step taken to simplify the analysis was to use the average of 3 years of free or 
reduced-price lunch status (2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014).  This was justifiable, 
because there were not significant year-to-year fluctuations on this variable, meaning that 
values from the 3 years were highly correlated (Pearson correlations ranged from r = .90 
to r = .97). 
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 Table 10 shows correlations among the variables model, free or reduced-price 
lunch percentage, and four assessment outcomes.  The first two rows of correlations are 
relevant to the issue of possible confounding.  The variable model was correlated with 
free or reduced-price lunch status (r = .54) and was negatively correlated with all 
assessment outcomes.  The negative correlations with both ACT Reading (–.73) and ACT 
Mathematics (–.50) were at statistically significant levels.  The variable of free or 
reduced-price lunch status was negatively correlated with all assessment outcomes.  The 
negative correlations with EOC English 2 (–.72), ACT Reading (–.91), and ACT 
Mathematics (–.61) were at statistically significant levels.   
Table 10 
Correlations Among the Variables of Model, Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Percentage, 
and Four Assessment Outcomes (N = 19 Schools) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Modela  — .54* –.41 –.01 –.73
** –.50* 
2. Free or reduced-price lunchb  —    –.72
** –.30 –.91**   –.61** 
3. End-of-Course English 2   —   .45   .68**     .68** 
4. End-of-Course Algebra 2    — .16    .55* 
5. ACT Reading     —     .71** 
6. ACT Mathematics      — 
Note. Assessment outcomes were measured as the percentage of students in the school 
achieving the levels of Proficient or Distinguished on the test. 
aModel was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1. 
bThe 3-year average of percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch. 
*p < .05.  **p < .01. 
There was evidence that free or reduced-price lunch status was a potential 
confounding variable, since it was associated with model, and both of these variables 
were significantly associated with assessment outcomes.  As a consequence of the 
possible confounding effects of free-reduced lunch status, the latter variable was 
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controlled in the subsequent tests that were performed to address the hypotheses of the 
study. 
Tests of Hypotheses Using ANCOVA 
As stated previously, the dependent variables of the study were four EOC tests 
and four ACT tests.  The null hypotheses of the study were again tested with eight 
analyses. This time, each analysis was a repeated-measures ANCOVA, with one 
between-school variable, model (coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1); one within-
school variable, years (2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014); and one covariate, free 
or reduced-price lunch (calculated as the 3-year average of the percentage of students 
eligible for this benefit).  Eight separate 2x (3xS) repeated-measures ANCOVA were run 
in an effort to determine impact of selected implementation model over time on (a) ACT 
English score, (b) ACT Reading score, (c) ACT Math score, (d) ACT Science score, (e) 
EOC English 2 score, (f) EOC Algebra 2 score, (g) EOC Biology score, and (h) EOC 
U.S. History score.  Free or reduced-price lunch status was used as a covariate in an 
effort to reduce the effects of lunch status as a confound.  
An ANCOVA was used to examine if there was a statistically significant 
difference in achievement scores for students who attended turnaround high schools and 
students who attended transformation high schools after controlling for percentage of 
students qualifying for free and reduced-price price lunch, a measure of SES.  An 
ANCOVA allows researchers to test between two or more groups, in this case, 
turnaround and transformation, while controlling for the extraneous variable of lunch 
status.  Since the turnaround and transformation groups in the study represented 
nonrandom, intact groups that differed systematically on several variables, covariance 
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was beneficial in reducing the systematic bias (Stevens, 2009).  It was assumed that 
student achievement scores differed in part due to school differences in lunch status.  
ANCOVA adjusted the student performance means to what they would be if both groups 
had an equal percentage of students eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch.  By 
statistically removing the percentage of students on free or reduced-price lunch from the 
within-group variability, a smaller error term was achieved, and a more powerful test 
resulted (Stevens, 2009).       
Tests of Statistical Assumptions of ANCOVA 
  Data analyzed with repeated-measures ANCOVA are expected to meet the same 
statistical assumptions as ANOVA, (a) independence, (b) normality, (c) homogeneity of 
covariance, and (d) sphericity, as well as three additional assumptions regarding the 
regression of the covariance analysis: (e) linearity, (f) homogeneity of regression slopes, 
and (g) measurement of covariate without error (Stevens, 2009).  Failure to meet these 
assumptions could result in biased decisions due to an increase in either Type I errors, 
resulting from a false rejection of the null hypothesis, or Type II errors, resulting from a 
false retention of the null hypothesis.   
 The independence of observations assumption is the first assumption that must be 
met when performing an ANCOVA.  Independence means each score is independently 
generated and unaffected by any other score in the group.  Examination of the given 
study’s research scenario—student achievement scores of 19 independent schools—
confirmed the independence assumption was met.   
The normality assumption assumes a univariate normal distribution of criterion 
variables exists.  This assumption is met when the histograms, or frequency polygons, of 
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the distribution of dependent variables approximate the normal, bell-curve shape.  To test 
for this assumption, the frequency distributions of the dependent variables were checked 
to ensure there was not a violation of the normality assumption.  The optimal situation 
would occur with the histograms for dependent variables being approximately normal in 
shape.  First, each histogram was examined. Since there were eight ANCOVA, each 
having three dependent variables, there were 24 histograms.  These were generally 
unimodal, having a single mode, in shape and not severely skewed.  Some histograms 
showed a uniform shape, with most histogram bars having a similar height.  There was 
evidence that the histograms were close enough to normal in shape that there were not 
negative statistical consequences due to violation of the normality assumption of 
ANCOVA. 
The homogeneity of covariance assumption assumes the covariances of scores 
from different groups are equal in the population from which they are sampled.  This 
assumption was checked by calculating the approximate F ratio derived from Box’s test 
and verifying that the resulting Box’s statistic was not statistically significant, indicating 
equal covariance matrices (Stevens, 2009).  Table 11 shows a summary of results from 
Box’s test.  With one exception, the obtained probabilities for these tests exceeded the 
criterion of p = .05, indicating a lack of statistical significance.  The one exception was 
Box’s test for EOC Algebra 2 (p < .01).  Despite this exception, there was sufficient 
evidence that the statistical assumptions of ANCOVA were met, and the tests of 
hypotheses would not be biased by an excess of Type I or Type II errors.  
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Table 11 
Tests of Assumptions for Repeated-Measures Analysis of Covariance of End-of-Course 
(EOC) and ACT Assessments  
Dependent 
variable 
Box’s test for 
equality of 
variance/covariance 
matrices 
 
Interaction of covariate by independent variable 
Free/reduced-price 
lunch x Model 
 
Free/reduced-price lunch x 
Year 
F(6, 2019) p F(1, 15) p F p 
EOC test         
English 0.45   .84  0.14 .71  F(2, 32) = 0.05 .95 
Algebra 2 3.19 < .01  2.46 .14  F(2, 30) = 0.14 .86 
U.S. History 1.83   .09  0.10 .76  F(2, 27) = 2.15 .14 
Biology 0.61   .72  0.49 .49  F(2, 25) = 0.87 .41 
ACT         
Reading 1.16   .33  0.68 .42  F(2, 31) = 0.77 .47 
English 0.86   .52  1.22 .29  F(2, 31) = 0.20 .81 
Math 0.39   .90  2.74 .12  F(2, 29) = 0.36 .68 
Science 0.83   .55  1.80 .20  F(2, 25) = 0.04 .93 
Note.  Model was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1.  Years were 2012, 2013, and 
2014.  The covariate was percentage of students in the school eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch.  The between-school variable was model; the within-school variable was 
year of measurement. 
The homogeneity of regression slopes assumption assumes an equality of the 
regression coefficients obtained by regressing the dependent variable on the covariate for 
each level of the independent variable (Stevens, 2009).  For ANCOVA to be effective, 
there must be an equality of regression coefficients.  In the repeated-measures ANCOVA 
used in this study, there were two independent variables, model and years. The 
ANCOVA assumptions were checked by calculating the interaction of the covariate and 
each of these independent variables.  Two tests of the equality of regression coefficients 
assumption were performed.  Optimal results would be a lack of statistical significance 
for the interaction effect involving each independent variable and the covariate, 
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indicating equal regression coefficients.  Table 11 shows a summary of results from the 
tests of interaction of covariate by independent variable.  As previously stated, lack of 
statistical significance for the tests would be evidence that the ANCOVA would not be 
biased by an excess of Type I or Type II errors.  All obtained probabilities for these tests 
exceeded the criterion of p = .05, indicating a lack of statistical significance and 
providing sufficient evidence that the statistical assumptions of ANCOVA were met, and 
the tests of hypotheses would not be biased.  
A between-within repeated-measures ANCOVA design also must meet an 
additional assumption of sphericity.  The assumption of sphericity ensures an equality of 
the variance of differences between treatments in the population.  The dependent 
variables must be sufficiently correlated with each other to justify the conclusion that 
each one is a different component of a single construct.  In other words, the correlation 
across conditions should be the same.  The assumption of sphericity is a restrictive 
assumption, and the tenability of the assumption can be checked using Mauchly’s test of 
sphericity (Field, 2013).  Because the reliability of Mauchly’s test is suspect (Stevens, 
2009), a procedure was used that corrects hypothesis tests for violation of the assumption 
rather than checking the assumption.  The practical effect of this strategy was to 
minimize erroneous decisions due to violations of sphericity, assuming such violations 
existed. 
When using a general linear model, the assumption of linearity is critical.  
ANCOVA assumes a linear relationship between the covariate and the dependent 
variable (Stevens, 2009).  Scatter diagrams were created showing the pattern of data 
points involving (a) each EOC variable and free or reduced-price lunch percentage and 
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(b) each ACT variable and free or reduced-price lunch percentage.  Diagrams revealed 
linear relationships, with best fitting straight lines having a negative slope for each of the 
variables. See Appendix F for six figures showing the scatterplots. 
A final assumption of ANCOVA is that the covariate is measured without error.  
Minimizing error increases reliability.  It is difficult to meet this assumption, since it is 
very rare to have a variable measured on humans that has a reliability of 1.00.  No 
information was found on the reliability of the variable free or reduced-price lunch status 
(e.g., stability coefficients).  However, research that bears on the topic was reported by 
Ponza, Gleason, Hulsey, and Moore (2007), who described a survey study to audit the 
accuracy of the free or reduced-price lunch designation. A multistage, random sample of 
schools (N = 266) resulted in examination of records from 7,846 students. Follow-up 
interviews were done based on a sample of student records, including in-home interviews 
with adults who had provided income data on children.  Ponza et al. found that 77.5% of 
students were accurately certified as eligible for free or reduced-price lunch or were 
accurately denied benefits because they exceeded the program guidelines for eligibility.  
Of the 22.5% of students who were inaccurately classified, most (15%) were receiving a 
higher level of benefits than that for which they were eligible (e.g., receiving reduced-
price lunch when they should have been paying full price).  The remainder of students 
who were inaccurately classified (7.5%) did not receive benefits to which they were 
entitled. 
The variable of free or reduced-price lunch is not a perfectly reliable measure.  
However, in most cases, about 3 out of 4, it is an indicator of family income.  In the 
absence of conventional reliability information (correlation coefficients), about the best 
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that can be said is that the measure has some reliability and some utility to function as a 
covariate.   
Results of Tests of Null Hypotheses Using ANCOVA 
 Eight ANCOVA were performed, each having three sources of variance that were 
tested: (a) the main effect of model, (b) the main effect of years, and (c) the interaction of 
model and years. The latter two effects were tested using the Greenhouse-Geisser 
adjustment for degrees of freedom (Stevens, 2009).  This adjustment reduced any bias 
resulting from violation of sphericity, an assumption of repeated-measures ANCOVA.  
Test results are shown in Table 12. Table 13 shows the adjusted means generated 
by the eight ANCOVA.  
Table 12 
F Statistics for Repeated-Measures Analyses of Covariance of End-of-Course (EOC) and 
ACT Assessments  
Dependent 
variable 
Main effect  
of model 
 
Main effect  
of year 
 
Interaction of  
model and year 
F(1, 16) p F p F p 
EOC test         
English 3.99 .06  F(1.9, 30.9) = 0.03 .97  F(1.9, 30.9) = 1.51 .24 
Algebra 2 0.80 .38  F(1.9, 29.7) = 0.16 .84  F(1.9, 29.7) = 2.73 .09 
U.S. History 0.56 .46  F(1.7, 26.9) = 2.70 .09  F(1.7, 26.9) = 4.31 .03 
Biology 0.17 .69  F(1.6, 25.4)  = 0.58 .53  F(1.6, 25.4) = 2.01 .16 
ACT         
Reading 24.3 .00  F(1.9, 30.9)  = 0.56      .57  F(1.9, 30.9) = 0.42 .66 
English 8.26 .01  F(2.0, 31.4) = 0.21 .81  F(2.0, 31.4) = 0.13 .88 
Math 2.59 .13  F(1.8, 28.9) = 0.48 .60  F(1.8, 28.9) = 0.92 .40 
Science 8.15 .01  F(1.6, 25.4) = 0.08 .89  F(1.6, 25.4) = 0.25 .73 
Note.  Model was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1.  Years were 2012, 2013, and 
2014.  The covariate was percentage of students in the school eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch.  The between-school variable was model; the within-school variable was 
year of measurement. 
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There was a significant model-by-year interaction effect for the EOC variable 
U.S. History, F(2, 27)  = 4.31, p < .05.  In addition, there were significant main effects of 
model for three ACT variables: (a) Reading, F(1, 16) = 24.30, p < .01; (b) English, F(1, 
16) = 8.26, p = .01; and (c) Science, F(1, 16) = 8.15, p = .01.  
 
Table 13 
Adjusted Means for End of Course (EOC) and ACT Assessments 
Dependent 
variable 
Model 
 
Year 
 
Transformation 
model 
 Turnaround 
model 
Trans-
formation 
Turn-
around 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 
EOC test               
English 40.52 35.51  35.59 39.69 38.77  35.98 42.91 42.67  35.20 36.47 34.87 
Algebra 2 35.12 29.10  32.64 30.24 33.45  30.27 35.49 39.61  35.02 24.99 27.29 
U.S. 
History 
33.74 36.93  26.28 35.55 44.17  28.04 29.05 44.13  24.52 42.05 44.22 
Biology 24.81 26.21  21.17 27.08 28.29  21.89 24.02 28.5  20.44 30.13 28.07 
ACT               
Reading 17.60 16.49  16.75 17.06 17.31  17.21 17.65 17.93  16.28 16.47 16.68 
English 16.22 15.17  15.51 15.59 15.98  16.02 16.06 16.58  15.00 15.12 15.39 
Math 17.45 16.85  17.02 17.06 17.38  17.25 17.30 17.79  16.79 16.81 16.96 
Science 17.74 16.99  17.01 17.47 17.62  17.37 17.78 18.08  16.65 17.17 17.16 
Note.  Means were adjusted by the covariant percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch. 
The significant interaction for U.S. History was followed up by additional testing.  
Figure 2 shows a plot of the interaction.  There was no difference between the two 
models on U.S. History during the 1st year of data (2011-2012) and the 3rd year of 
testing (2013-2014).  For the 2nd year of testing (2012-2013), the adjusted mean of the 
turnaround schools (M = 42.05) significantly exceeded the mean of the transformation 
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schools (M =29.05), F(1, 16) = 4.58, p = .048.  The partial eta square was .22, indicating 
a medium effect size.  
 
Figure 2.  Interaction of model by years for End-of-Course test in U.S. History.  Data 
were adjusted by the covariate of free or reduced-price lunch.  In 2013, turnaround model 
schools had a significantly higher mean than transformation schools.   
The significant main effects of model on three ACT variables can be summarized 
as follows. For ACT Reading, the adjusted mean of the transformation schools (M = 
17.60) significantly exceeded the adjusted mean of the turnaround schools (M = 16.49), 
with partial eta square = .60, indicating a large effect size. For ACT English, the adjusted 
mean of the transformation model schools (M = 16.22) significantly exceeded the 
adjusted mean of the turnaround schools (M = 15.17), with partial eta square = .34, 
indicating a large effect size.  For ACT Science, the adjusted mean of the transformation 
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model schools (M = 17.74) significantly exceeded the adjusted mean of the turnaround 
schools (M = 16.99), with partial eta square = .34, indicating a large effect size. 
Additional Hypothesis Testing Related to Student Ethnicity 
 As was summarized in Table 8, there was a marked difference between 
transformation schools and turnaround schools related to student ethnicity.  The average 
percentage of minority enrollment in transformation schools was about 12%, compared to 
approximately 55% in turnaround schools.  Some ethnic-minority groups, including 
African Americans, were such a small percentage of the population that test score data 
were not reported in a number of transformation schools.  In a few schools, data for 
White students were not reported due to issues pertaining to their status as persistently 
low-achieving schools.  However, generally speaking, data for a sufficient number of 
White students were available for this group to be analyzed separately.  These analyses 
were undertaken to remove ethnicity as a possible confounding variable and to gain a 
better understanding of possible differences in student achievement between 
transformation and turnaround schools. The limitation of the analysis was that no 
conclusions would apply to any student who was not White. 
 Eight ANCOVA were performed that had an identical design as the previously 
reported ANCOVA.  Model (two levels) and years (three levels) were independent 
variables, and free or reduced-price lunch was the covariate.  Data came from students 
identified as White.  No statistically significant results were found in the eight 
ANCOVA; there were no significant main effects or interaction effects.  
 The limitation of these analyses was that numbers of schools were reduced, due to 
missing data for White students, especially in the 2013-2014 school year.  For example, 
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the ANCOVA for the four ACT tests involved only four transformation schools, less than 
50% of an already small sample size of nine transformation schools.  As a consequence 
of this situation, an additional set of ANCOVA was performed, this time with the 
variable years having two occasions, 2011-2012 and 2012-2013.   
Results of these analyses were that six of the ANCOVA has no significant main 
effects or interaction effects.  The two variables with significant effects, EOC U.S. 
History and EOC Biology, are reported in Tables 14 and 15.  In both cases, there was an 
interaction effect for the years-by-model interaction.  This had precedence over any other 
significant effects.   
Table 14 
Statistically Significant Repeated-Measures Analyses of Covariance of End-of-Course 
Assessments: Data From White Students Only, Years 2012 and 2013 
Dependent 
variable 
Main effect of model 
 
Main effect of year 
 
Interaction of model & year 
F(1, 16) p F(1, 16) p F(1, 16) p 
U.S. History 2.97 .10  4.73 .05  6.84   .02 
Biology 8.25 .01  0.33 .58  4.68 < .05 
Note.  Model was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1.  Years were 2012 and 2013.  
The covariate was percentage of students in the school eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunch.  The between-school variable was model; the within-school variable was year of 
measurement.  No statistical significance was found for the EOC assessments in English 
and Algebra 2 or for the ACT assessments in reading, English, math, and science. 
Table 15 
Adjusted Means for End-of-Year (EOC) Assessments in U.S. History and Biology: White 
Students for 2012 and 2013 
EOC test 
Model 
 
Year 
 
Transformation 
 
Turnaround 
Trans-
formation  
Turn-
around 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 
U.S. History 30.49 41.17  30.77 40.88  31.13 29.84  30.41 51.93 
Biology 23.32 34.30  24.71 32.92  23.02 23.63  26.40 42.21 
Note.  Means were adjusted by the covariant percentage of students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch. 
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As can be seen in Figures 3 and 4, White students in the turnaround schools had 
higher scores than White students in transformation schools in 2013 compared to 2012.  
The adjusted mean of the turnaround schools in EOC U.S. History (M = 51.93) 
significantly exceeded the mean of the transformation schools (M = 30.41), F(1, 16) = 
6.57, p = .02, partial eta square = .29, indicating a large effect size. The adjusted mean of 
the turnaround schools in EOC Biology (M = 42.21) significantly exceeded the mean of 
the transformation schools (M = 26.40), F(1, 16) = 17.80, p = .01, partial eta square = .53, 
indicating a large effect size.  For both of these ANCOVA, all tests of statistical 
assumptions (normality, homogeneity of variance/covariance, homogeneity of regression 
slopes) were met. 
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Figure 3.  Interaction of model by years for White students in End-of-Course test in U.S. 
History.  Data were adjusted by the covariate of free or reduced-price lunch.  In 2013, 
turnaround model schools had a significantly higher mean than transformation schools.  
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Figure 4.  Interaction of model by years for White students in End-of-Course test in 
Biology.  Data were adjusted by the covariate of free or reduced-price lunch.  In 2013, 
turnaround model schools had a significantly higher mean than transformation schools.  
 
Comparisons Between the First and Last Year of Testing  
 The analyses that were completed suggested some differences between the 
schools in the transformation model and the turnaround model.  However, no analysis 
directly examined how the models differed on assessment measures in the 1st year of 
testing, and how they differed in the 3rd, or last, year of testing.  Consequently, four 
MANOVA were performed to examine this issue.  In each of these, there was one 
independent variable, model, coded 0 = transformation, 1 = turnaround.  The analyses 
had these dependent variables: (a) EOC scores from 2012, (b) EOC scores from 2014, (c) 
ACT scores from 2012, and (d) ACT scores from 2014.  Detailed results are shown in 
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Appendix G.  On the EOC tests, there was no multivariate difference between the models 
in 2012, but there was a difference in 2014 (p < .05).  The difference was largely because 
the mean EOC English score was higher for transformation schools than turnaround 
schools.  On the ACT tests, there was a multivariate difference between the models in 
both 2012 (p < .05) and 2014 (p < .05).  The same relationships were present on both 
occasions:  The transformation schools had higher means than the turnaround schools for 
all ACT measures: reading, English, math, and science. 
General Summary of Results 
 Eight research questions were investigated in this study.  They dealt with possible 
differences over 3 years between the academic performances of students in schools using 
two models of school reorganization:  the transformation model and the turnaround 
model.  Data were first tested with ANOVA.  A possible confounding variable was SES, 
because it was markedly lower in the transformation schools.  As a consequence, free or 
reduced-price lunch status, an indirect measure of SES, was statistically controlled in a 
series of ANCOVA.  Another discrepancy between the two groups of schools was 
ethnicity, because the percentage of ethnic-minority students was higher in the 
turnaround schools.  As a way to partly address confounding due to ethnicity, ANCOVA 
were performed using data from White students only, since that was the only ethnic 
group that had sufficient data from schools in the two models.   
 The ANOVA results are summarized in Table 16.  For five measures, averaging 
across 3 years of data, the transformation model had higher means than the turnaround 
model.  When examining differences across the years, averaging across the two models, 
scores on later years exceeded earlier years on four of the measures.  There were no 
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interaction effects between model and year.  In other words, the differences between the 
models did not systematically change through the years. 
Table 16 
General Summary of Results of Repeated-Measures Analyses of Variance  
Dependent 
variable 
Difference in achievement 
between transformation 
and turnaround models 
(averaged across years) 
Differences in 
achievement across 
years (averaged across 
school models)  
Changes in difference 
between models from 
one year to another 
(interaction of school 
model and year) 
End-of-
Course  
   
English Transformation model 
higher than turnaround 
model 
No difference No difference 
Algebra 2 No difference No difference No difference 
U.S. 
History 
No difference Changes across years 
M2013 > M2012,  
M2014 > M2012,  
M2014 > M2013 
No difference 
Biology No difference Changes across years 
M2013 > M2012,   
M2014 > M2012 
No difference 
ACT    
Reading Transformation model 
higher than turnaround 
model 
Change across years 
M2014 > M2012 
No difference 
English Transformation model 
higher than turnaround 
model 
Some evidence of 
change 
No difference 
Math Transformation model 
higher than turnaround 
model 
Some evidence of 
change 
M2014 > M2012   
No difference 
Science Transformation model 
higher than turnaround 
model 
Changes across years 
M2013  > M2012,  
M2014 > M2012   
No difference 
 
Table 17 summarizes the results of ANCOVA, where free or reduced-price lunch 
was used as a control variable.  Statistically significant differences were found on two 
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EOC tests: U.S. History and Biology.  Both favored the turnaround model.  The 
transformation model schools had higher scores on the ACT Reading, English, and 
Science tests.  There were neither effects due to year nor interaction effects. 
Table 17 
General Summary of Results of Repeated-Measures Analyses of Covariance 
Dependent 
variable 
Difference in achievement 
between transformation and 
turnaround models (averaged 
across years) 
Differences in 
achievement across 
years (averaged 
across school 
models)  
Changes in difference 
between models from one 
year to another 
(interaction of school 
model and year) 
End-of-
Course 
   
English No difference No difference No difference 
Algebra 
2 
No difference No difference No difference 
U.S. 
History 
No difference Changes across 
years, but interaction 
effect takes 
precedence over this 
effect.   
For all students and for 
only White students: 
score of turnaround 
model higher than 
transformation model in 
2013  
Biology For only White students: 
differences in means, but 
interaction effect takes 
precedence over this effect.   
No difference For only White students: 
score of turnaround 
model higher than 
transformation model in 
2013.  
ACT    
Reading For all students: Score of 
transformation model higher 
than turnaround model 
No difference No difference 
English For all students: Score of 
transformation model higher 
than turnaround model 
No difference No difference 
Math No difference No difference No difference 
Science For all students: Score of 
transformation model higher 
than turnaround model 
No difference No difference 
Note.  Means were adjusted by the covariate percentage of students in the school eligible 
for free or reduced-price lunch. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
DISCUSSION 
Overview of Findings 
This study addressed the academic performances of students as measured by four 
EOC assessments and four ACT exams in schools using two federally prescribed 
intervention models of school reorganization: the transformation model and the 
turnaround model.  With regard to the first research question addressing what impact the 
implementation of the transformation and turnaround models had on student achievement 
in the schools in which they were employed, the repeated-measures ANOVA revealed 
significant increases in test scores over time.  The main effect of year was significant for 
two EOC variables, U.S. History and Biology, and for all four ACT variables of Reading, 
English, Math, and Science.  There was a significant linear trend for the six variables that 
had a significant main effect for year. Pairwise comparisons among the means revealed 
that, most often, the mean of the last, or 3rd, year of data (2014) exceeded the mean of 
the 1st year of data (2012).  Effect sizes were strongest for EOC U.S. History, EOC 
Biology, ACT Reading, and ACT Science. 
The remaining eight research questions of this study addressed possible 
differences over 3 years between the academic performance of students as measured by 
four EOC assessments and four ACT exams in schools using the transformation model 
and the turnaround model.  Data were first tested with ANOVA.  The transformation 
model had higher means than the turnaround model for five measures: (a) EOC English 
2, (b) ACT Reading, (c) ACT English, (d) ACT Math, and (e) ACT Science, averaging 
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across 3 years of data.  Scores on later years exceeded earlier years on four of the 
measures: (a) EOC U.S. History, (b) EOC Biology, (c) ACT Reading, and (d) ACT 
Science, when examining differences across the years, averaging across the two models.  
There were no interaction effects between model and year, signifying that the differences 
between the models did not systematically change through the years. 
 Data were tested again with a series of ANCOVA, statistically controlling for the 
possible confounding variables of SES, as measured by the percentage of students 
eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch, and of ethnicity.  Both of these factors 
were markedly lower in the transformation schools as compared to the turnaround 
schools.  Statistically significant differences were found on two EOC examinations: U.S. 
History and Biology.  Both favored the turnaround model.  The transformation model 
schools had higher scores on the ACT Reading, English, and Science tests.  There were 
no effects due to year and no interaction effects. 
Conclusion 
 Both the transformation and turnaround model produced significant increases in 
student test scores over time in the schools in which they were employed.  These results 
are more positive than evidence from previous attempts at school reform, where 
restaffing initiatives, similar to the turnaround model, resulted in more human costs than 
positive gains (Brady, 2003; Hendrie, 1998; Mathis, 2009; Rice & Malen, 2003; Scott, 
2008; Ziebarth, 2002).  Further, the transformation model’s positive impact on student 
achievement contrasts with the literature portraying the model as weak and unaggressive, 
with little efficacy in turning around student achievement (Kutash et al., 2010; 
Manwaring, 2011; Wolfe, 2014). 
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However, two points should be noted regarding changes in assessment scores over 
the 3-year period of this study.  First, if such changes did occur, they reflected an upward 
movement averaged across the two school reform models.  Differential changes between 
the models (e.g., one model growing faster over time than the other model) would have 
been evident as interaction effects, which generally did not occur.  The second point 
regarding changes over time relates to the relative position of the persistently low-
achieving schools compared to the other high schools in the state.  The current study did 
not involve comparisons of the 19 schools in the study with statewide averages on the 
assessments.  Such a comparison would be required in order to claim that changes in 
scores reflected an educationally meaningful improvement over time, in other words, a 
reduction in the achievement gap between low-achieving schools and the average of all 
the public schools in the state. 
The pattern of results does not indicate clear superiority of one model over 
another.  The transformation model fulfilled Tyack and Cuban’s (1995) definition as the 
reform “least disruptive to teaching practice and standard school operating procedures” 
(p. 57) and most likely to improve student performance on the ACT variables, as 
transformation schools outperformed turnaround schools on the norm-referenced ACT 
Reading, English, and Science exams.  However, turnaround schools were found to have 
an advantage on the criterion-referenced U.S. History and Biology EOC assessments.  
The study’s mixed results mirror the findings from previous research on turnaround 
efforts that found no significant differences between the models with regard to 
implementation practices and results (Bojorquez et al., 2012; Herrmann et al., 2014; 
Yatsko et al., 2012; Zavadsky, 2012).     
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The statistically significant difference found on the U.S. History EOC scores, 
specifically the significant advantage for the turnaround model in 2013 warranted 
additional investigation.  Upon further consultation of school report cards, it was 
discovered that six turnaround schools administered the U.S. History EOC exam to 
dramatically fewer numbers of students in 2013 as compared to 2012 and 2014.  The 
reduction of U.S. History EOC exams given in these schools in 2013 was the result of a 
district decision to move the sequencing of the comprehensive U.S. History course from 
junior to senior year.  The Advanced Placement U.S. History course remained in the 
junior year.  As a result, the only students taking the U.S. History EOC exam in these 
schools in 2013 were either students in Advanced Placement sections of U.S. History or 
students needing their U.S. History credit to graduate.  Table 18 depicts the number of 
students enrolled and number of students taking the U.S. History EOC in the six 
turnaround schools with inconsistent fluctuations in U.S. History EOC test takers over the 
3 years.   
Table 18 
Number of Students Taking U.S. History End-of-Course (EOC) Test in Six Turnaround 
Schools 
Turnaround school School enrollment 
Number of U.S. History EOC test takers 
2012 2013 2014 
Fern Creek 1,340 320 33 340 
Valley    912 167 62 199 
Iroquois 1,033 201 59 207 
Doss    837 194 56 180 
Shawnee 1,150 271 25 236 
Waggener    730 163 74 123 
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 Overall, the total number of students in the nine transformation schools who took 
the U.S. History EOC exam remained consistent over each of the 3 years, as shown in 
Table 19.  However, the total number of students in the 10 turnaround schools who took 
the U.S. History EOC exam was reduced by half in 2013 (see Table 19).   
Table 19 
Number of Students Taking U.S. History End-of-Course (EOC) test in the  
19 Study Schools 
School group n 
Number of U.S. History EOC test takers 
2012 2013 2014 
Transformation    9 1,229 1,312 1,300 
Turnaround 10 2,032 1,041 2,109 
 
The sample size of U.S. History EOC exam scores was much smaller in 2013 for 
turnaround schools, with many of the scores coming from the schools’ highest 
performing, Advanced Placement students.  Given these factors, one must be cautious to 
make claims regarding the advantage of turnaround schools regarding U.S. History EOC 
scores.  As consistent numbers of students were once again tested in U.S. History in all 
transformation and turnaround schools in 2014, no difference between the two models in 
U.S. History was seen.   
 Students in schools employing the transformation model had higher scores on 3 of 
4 ACT tests than students in turnaround model schools.  The results may indicate that the 
transformation model is a better intervention for increasing student performance on the 
ACT than the turnaround model.  However, it should be noted that the transformation 
schools had higher mean scores on all assessments in most years that were evaluated.  
The fact that there were few interaction effects meant that the difference between the two 
models was about the same for the years under study.  Differences between the models on 
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achievement might have simply reflected differences between the student populations in 
the schools participating in the study.  For example, students in the turnaround model 
might have been disadvantaged in more serious ways than students in the transformation 
model schools.  These disadvantages might have included lower family income and 
greater likelihood of (a) residing in a one-parent home, (b) being homeless, and (c) being 
an English language learner.  
Assessment type is also a consideration.  Unlike the criterion-referenced EOC 
assessment, the ACT is a norm-referenced assessment.  Norm-referenced tests are 
designed to ensure a variance of results.  Regardless of the quality of teaching, the pattern 
of results from a norm-referenced test will remain the same.  Exactly half of the test-
takers will fall below the median.  Given that the purpose of a norm-referenced 
assessment is to rank students against one another, one should be cautious drawing 
conclusions regarding the effectiveness of an intervention based on student performance 
results on such assessments (Kohn, 2000).    
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CHAPTER 2  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter presents a review of the literature on educational leadership.  The 
chapter begins with major theories regarding characteristics of effective educational 
leaders and practices or competencies with positive results.  Next, the review addresses 
nuances effective leaders navigate in successful organizational change, identifies 
characteristics of a quality change leader, and defines the barriers and roadblocks these 
leaders experience.  After reviewing qualities of effective educational and change leaders, 
commonalities lead to the research on transformational leadership.  Transformational 
leader identifiers mirror many of those defined in the first two sections.  Researchers 
have discussed transformational leadership characteristics, in addition to how they differ 
from other leaders and leadership styles.  Finally, the last section of this chapter offers an 
in-depth analysis on turnaround leadership and qualities local school leaders need to 
possess, as well as a systemic plan for district leaders to successfully support school 
reform. 
Educational Leadership 
Marzano et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis involving 69 studies on principal 
leadership behaviors.  “The average correlation of .25 . . . was based on principal 
leadership defined in very general terms” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 41).  Marzano et al. 
explored the progression between general leadership behaviors to more specific 
behaviors.  The behaviors, referred to as responsibilities, were organized into 21 
categories.  Although these categories were not new to leadership research, Marzano et 
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al. tried to provide some additional insight into what they called the “nature” of school 
leadership.  Of the 21 responsibilities studied, the correlation with student achievement 
ranged from .18 to .33.  Relationships (r = .18), affirmation (r = .19), optimizer (r = .20), 
and visibility (r = .20) were on the lower end of the range.  Situational awareness (r = 
.33), flexibility (r = .28), discipline (r = .27), and monitoring and evaluating (r = .27) 
were the most highly correlated with student achievement.  
Marzano et al. (2005) defined relationships as “the extent to which the school 
leaders demonstrates an awareness of the personal lives of teachers and staff” (p. 58).  
Personal gestures and face-to-face communications are more effective than ceremony and 
consistent response to certain events and accomplishments.  Demonstrators of 
relationships include knowledge of major events or issues in an employee’s life, 
knowledge of needs and provision of supports, and sustained relationships with teachers 
and staff.  Affirmation refers to “the extent to which the leaders recognizes and celebrates 
school accomplishments—and acknowledges failures.” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 41)  
Marzano et al. referenced research by Collins, Cottrell, and Lashway, who reinforced the 
importance of confronting and acknowledging poor performance.  The effective leader is 
typically comfortable with celebrating positive outcomes of individuals and the school 
collectively.  Reporting failure or diminished capacity tends to be more difficult for most 
leaders to address and may not be addressed at all. Cottrell (as cited in Marzano et al., 
2005) stated if the leaders are perceived as ignoring subpar performance, the higher 
performers will become dissatisfied and likely will leave the organization.  Marzano et al. 
described indicators of affirmation as sharing assessment results with staff and 
acknowledging high levels of performance of an individual.   
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Optimizers are leaders who emote positivity, motivate people to strive towards a 
lofty goal or outcome, and are catalysts for innovation or projects.  Marzano et al. (2005) 
stated optimizer “refers to the extent to which the leader inspires others and is the driving 
force when implementing a challenging innovation” (p. 56).  Visibility is defined as the 
extent to which the school leader has contact and interacts with teachers, students, and 
parents.  Researchers claim leadership being visible is essential not only due to the 
perception of commitment but also for regular, informal, interactions with staff and 
students.  If the leader is present often and accessible, many problems can be solved or 
avoided as they are addressed on the spot.   
Situational awareness “addresses leaders’ awareness of the details and 
undercurrents regarding the functioning of the school and their use of this information to 
address current and potential problems” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 60).  It is critical leaders 
have a sense of the informal culture, what might be coming, underlying concerns or 
issues of the staff, and an honest snapshot of the school’s status at any given time.  
Flexibility is the extent to which leaders adapt their leadership behavior to the needs of 
the current situation and are comfortable with dissent. Marzano et al. addressed not only 
openness to feedback and willingness to change and adjust but also the more complex 
concept of loose versus tight leadership.  A flexible leader can move between directive 
and nondirective leadership, depending on what is needed in the situation.  Professional 
confrontation is also relevant, because the mismanagement or misuse of distributed 
power negatively impacts a school’s success. Ensuring safety and providing a quality 
instructional environment are essential for student learning.  When teachers lose 
instructional time due to distractions and misbehavior, no one benefits.   
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Discipline refers “to protecting teachers from issues and influences that would 
detract from their instructional time or focus” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 48).  Although 
behavior is what typically comes to mind first when mentioning discipline, Marzano et al. 
(2005) also challenged leaders to be aware of announcements or noninstructional 
distractions.  Finally, monitoring and evaluating is “the extent to which the leader 
monitors the effectiveness of the school practices in terms of their impact on student 
achievement” (Marzano et al., 2005, p.55).  Marzano et al. mentioned the critical nature 
of immediate and specific feedback.  It is not enough to simply watch and report; 
effective leaders offer opportunities for staff to learn and enhance their skills.  A quality 
indicator of monitoring and evaluating would reflect the data, and evidence created by 
this process would be used to make adjustments resulting in increased student learning. 
Marzano et al. (2005) chose to list the responsibilities alphabetically, as it is 
essential not to focus entirely on the size of the correlation with school outcomes.  All 
responsibilities listed have a statistically significant correlation with student achievement, 
making all of them valuable practices. Responsibilities included but falling in the center 
of the correlation range were culture, communication, knowledge of curriculum and 
assessment, and focus.  Each of these practices significantly impacted student 
achievement.  What makes this meta-analysis unique is it was one of the first studies to 
numerically display the relationship between a leader’s behavior and student 
achievement.  Although research has informed educators for quite some time on what 
makes a quality leader, Marzano et al.’s research actually identified and explained which 
practices influenced the most important outcome—student learning. Marzano et al. 
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concluded an average leader who increases his or her efficacy in all 21 areas can expect a 
10% increase in student test performance.  
Leithwood et al. (2006) summarized their collective literature review to prepare 
for a “large-scale empirical study organized around what [they] refer to as ‘strong claims’ 
about successful school leadership” (p. 1). The researchers asserted that volumes of 
leadership research are available. They combined and refined statements with the most 
robust support of empirical evidence into their seven strong claims.  Leithwood et al. 
stated the two claims with the largest amount of empirical evidence were (a) “school 
leadership is second only to classroom teaching as an influence on pupil learning,” and 
(b) almost all successful leaders draw on the same repertoire of basic leadership 
practices” (p. 1).  Leithwood et al. acknowledged educators’ awareness of what works in 
leadership, intending their study to be a summary of findings.   
Quantitative studies conducted on various leadership indicators indicated the 
significance of various related leadership indicators (Leithwood et al., 2006).  In the case 
of Number 1, leadership’s influence on pupil learning, five major bodies of research 
support this claim.  First, researchers analyzed leadership effects in effective schools 
research on value-added practices in high- and low-performing schools.  Next, the 
researchers observed the overall leader effects on student outcomes.  Leithwood et al. 
then included studies looking at specific practices with statistically significant impact on 
student achievement.  One meta-analysis these researchers referenced was the Marzano et 
al. (2005) study mentioned earlier in this literature review.  The fourth area addressed 
engagement of staff and students.  Leithwood et al. concluded, “The effects of 
transformational school leadership on pupil engagement are significantly positive” (p. 5).  
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The final justification for their claim came from principal selection and retention 
research.  Leithwood et al. stated, “Appointment and retention of a new head teacher 
[principal] is emerging from the evidence as one of the most important strategies for 
turning around struggling schools or schools in special measures” (p. 5).  The researchers 
made the point they could not find one study or case of increased student achievement or 
school turnaround not led by an effective leader. 
Leithwood et al.’s (2006) second strong claim addressed the statement “successful 
leaders draw on the same repertoire of basic leadership practices” (p. 1).  The 
researchers’ support for this claim came from “four sets of leadership qualities and 
practices in different contexts” (Leithwood et al., 2006, p. 6).  Once the subsets were 
included, they identified 14 practices in total.  The primary four sets are (a) building 
vision and setting directions, (b) understanding and developing people, (c) redesigning 
the organization, and (d) managing and teaching the learning program.  The researchers 
began discussing their claim by reinforcing the importance of leadership preparation.  
Leithwood et al. stated, “(a) The central task for leadership is to help improve employee 
performance; and (b) such performance is a function of employees’ beliefs, values, 
motivations, skills and knowledge and conditions in which they work” (p. 6).  Capable 
leaders effectively navigating the four sets of qualities will directly impact the quality of 
instruction in a school; therefore, the leaders indirectly impact the top influence on 
student achievement—classroom teaching. 
The other five claims included addressing the importance of the application of 
practice, staff motivation, distributive leadership, and personal traits of effective leaders.  
Leithwood et al. (2006) encouraged empowering those around one and not feeling 
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intimidated by surrounding oneself with strong people.  Newer research is focusing on 
more organic and less coordinated school systems yielding better outcomes for students.  
The researchers claimed a leader’s sense of efficacy has an impact on the effectiveness of 
the leadership.  The leader’s confidence in the district’s perception of his or her 
performance and personal perceptions of confidence are areas for future research.  
Leithwood et al. stated, “The most successful school leaders are open-minded and ready 
to learn from others.  They are also flexible rather, dogmatic in their thinking within a 
system of core values, persistent . . . , resilient, and optimistic” (p. 14).  The researchers 
concluded that although there continues to be a lack of large and small scale, robust 
international empirical studies across contexts, it cannot be said that researchers know 
little about effective leadership.  These researchers will continue their work with a large-
scale, mixed methods study to further galvanize their claims and “increase the quality and 
quantity of evidence of what successful leadership means in practice” (Leithwood et al., 
2006, p. 15) 
Two years later, Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) conducted a survey study to 
identify indirect effects of local school, state, and district leadership efficacy on student 
learning.  Leithwood and Jantzi referred to and affirmed the effective leader 
competencies discussed by Hallinger and Heck (1999) and Waters, Marzano, and 
McNulty (2003), both works mentioned in this review and very similar to each other.  
One competency Leithwood and Jantzi added is the ability to address management, a 
component they claimed had been undervalued in other frameworks. They claimed 
setting directions, developing people, redesigning the organization, and managing the 
instructional program are the primary behaviors of effective leaders.  Within this set of 
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competencies lies a secondary skill set affirming and repeating many characteristics and 
skills mentioned in other research: vision, goal setting, distributive leadership, staff 
development, collaboration, systems design, and instructional support. Leithwood and 
Jantzi found “effects of leaders’ efficacy on . . . the proportion of students in schools 
reaching or exceeding the state’s proficient level” (p. 522).   
The Wallace Foundation (2013) editorial staff members collaborated on a work 
“to develop and share information, ideas and insights about how school leadership can 
contribute to improved student learning” (p. ii).  The Wallace Foundation claimed, 
“Individual variables combine to reach a critical mass.  Creating the conditions under 
which that can occur is the job of the principal” (p. 4).  In other words, variables when 
analyzed alone often yield small effects; however, the right combination can result in 
increased learning for students.  The Wallace Foundation conducted a survey of school 
and district administrators, as well as policymakers, asking for input on the most pressing 
issues for public schools.  As predicted, the perception survey yielded teacher quality as 
the Number 1 issue.  The second most influential issue was principal leadership, 
outranking dropout rate, assessment, and college readiness.  The Wallace Foundation 
report stated, “Federal efforts such as Race to the Top are emphasizing the importance of 
effective principals in boosting teaching and learning” (p. 5).  
New accountability pressures and redesign models have contributed to the shift in 
the role of building leaders.  Principals have morphed from building managers to “leaders 
of learning who can develop a team delivering effective instruction” (Wallace 
Foundation, 2013, p. 6).  The culmination of the Wallace Foundation’s (2013) work 
suggested that a leader has “five key responsibilities” (p. 6): 
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 shaping a vision of academic success for all students; 
 creating a climate hospitable to education; 
 cultivating leadership in others; 
 improving instruction; and 
 managing people, data, and processes. 
A principal’s ability to create a mission and vision and communicate it to all 
stakeholders is vital.  Further, a culture of high expectations is nonnegotiable for success, 
and increased learning is prevalent in successful schools.  The Wallace Foundation 
(2013) reported, “The most effective principals focus on building a sense of community, 
with the attendant characteristics.  These include respect for every member,” attitude, 
positivity, and openness to feedback (p. 9).  Successful leaders need not only to possess 
these traits but also to grow them in others.  Distributive leadership and growth and 
development of teacher leaders are paramount.   
The Wallace Foundation (2013) claimed there is a parallel relationship between 
principals who are praised for instructional climate and those who show willingness to 
support and grow teacher leadership.  Effective principals cannot grow teacher leaders 
without a firm grasp on instructional best practice and standards.  “Effective principals 
work relentlessly to improve achievement by focusing on the quality of instruction” 
(Wallace Foundation, 2012, p. 11).  Principals today must promote collaboration, 
maintain high expectations, and motivate staff.  In addition, the principal’s professional 
development plan must be aligned to school goals while also differentiating for teacher 
needs and skill levels.   
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The last key responsibility addresses management.  The Wallace Foundation 
(2013) stated, “To get the job done, effective leaders need to make good use of the 
resources at hand” (p. 15).  They have to address not only building maintenance and 
cleanliness but also staff evaluation and discipline.  Principals are expected to use data to 
drive decision making and continuous improvement.   
The Wallace Foundation (2013) challenged districts to create a “pipeline of 
leaders who can make a real difference for the better” (p. 16).  The report proposed four 
suggestions: better definition of the original job and its roles, improved preparation 
programs for aspiring leaders, hiring selectively, and an improved evaluation system with 
feedback and embedded support.  In addition, the challenge of improving failing schools 
adds additional pressure to build and support effective leaders; “with an effective 
principal in every school comes promise” (Wallace Foundation, 2013, p. 17). 
Lumby and Foskett (2011) investigated the research question, “Should 
educational leaders engage with culture, and if so, what are the moral issues that arise?” 
(p. 448).  These researchers sought to address the following: (a) the historical presence of 
culture in educational research, (b) the current landscape of culture in the field of 
education, (c) the major cultural theories discussed and at what level, and (d) how leaders 
can use culture and with what risks.  Lumby and Foskett defined power as the “capacity 
of an individual or group to influence positively or negatively the physiological and 
material resource of others” (p. 447).  Lumby and Foskett were most interested in the 
interaction of culture and power.  This interaction has the capacity to produce wide and 
permanent damage if leaders do not have a firm grasp on culture in the communities they 
lead.  Lumby and Foskett claimed, “Leaders can use culture to move toward a more 
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equitable distribution of the positive outcomes of education” (p. 447).  Further, they 
stated high-level leaders such as superintendents and principals “hold greater power than 
other school community members,” and “their understanding of culture is therefore 
particularly vital” (Lumby & Foskett, 2011, p. 447).  Lumby and Foskett stated future 
leaders should have a firm grasp on culture, what it is, and how one studies the culture of 
one’s own school or organization. There is also the immediate and urgent need for new 
leaders to be exposed to competencies in their preparation programs. 
Lumby and Foskett (2011) “argue[d] that the concept of culture is essentially an 
intellectual or heuristic device about summary and simplification of the world of people” 
(p. 451).  The researchers referenced the work of Jenks (1993), who organized culture 
into four major categories.  The framework starts with the individual’s traits as the first 
category, and moves through the beliefs and constructs of the group, to practices and 
values of the group, to “the whole way of life of a larger group” (Lumby & Foskett, 2011, 
p. 451). Lumby and Foskett valued these categories as a way to move from specific 
analysis of people, groups, and communities to a more general level of analysis.  
Although generalizations can help researchers simplify, prioritize, and notice trends, one 
cannot lose sight of the importance of the individuals who deviate from the generalized 
norm.  A leader has to start with the broad scope, but once major items are identified and 
plans begin, it is essential to get to the subtle nuances of groups and individuals.  Lumby 
and Foskett claimed, “Culture is essentially about comparison: it is a comparative 
concept” (p. 452), meaning leaders must make decisions about how similar or dissimilar 
individuals and groups are.  Further, Lumby and Foskett went a degree further and added 
valuation or the addition of a “better or worse than” aspect of comparison (p. 452).  
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Quality leaders not only need to be able to move from general to specific but also to 
constantly add new information, compare, and then evaluate those comparisons. 
Lumby and Foskett (2011) discussed some risks for leaders.  Because so many 
leaders are from a “dominant cultural context,” they often subconsciously view cultures 
different from theirs as “deficient” or unlike their own (Lumby & Foskett, 2011, p. 452).  
Further, leaders need to make sure those who inherit distributed power based on roles and 
structure do not transfer directly to social power within the cultures and subcultures of the 
school or agency.  In addition, Galbraith’s (1983) research on conditioned power, 
otherwise described as subconsciously gaining submission and support of a group 
towards an alternative end, identified yet another cultural hazard for leaders.  Whereas 
motivation and power can be used to positively move student, parent, and employee 
behaviors in almost a “Pied Piper” context, leaders should be mindful they do not 
manipulate or be perceived as manipulating subjects’ views or values.  
In conclusion, Lumby and Foskett (2011) addressed the importance of a revised 
approach to leadership development.  They rejected programs with “a ‘toolbox’ approach 
rather than intellectual development approach” (Lumby & Foskett, 2011, p. 457).  They 
suggested that leaders spend more time enhancing their critical thinking and observation 
skills.  In addition, leaders need to understand interpersonal relationships, recognize 
trends, and most importantly manage their objectivity to remove the heavy influence of 
personal contexts and values.  Lumby and Foskett stated, “There is a danger that the 
appealing nature of the cultural approach’s tools will risk their application in the absence 
of any true understanding of their nature and risks” (p. 457).  Essentially, tools are not 
useful unless the worker understands not only how to use them but also the danger of 
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using them incorrectly.  Leaders possess vast power and influence; however, to truly use 
one’s power to maximize productivity, it must positively influence organizational culture 
first. 
After reviewing research on educational leadership, certain topics and trends were 
prevalent across the research.  Researchers acknowledged the lack of robust, quantitative 
findings across multiple contexts.  Although pockets of data exist, and several researchers 
have performed meta-analyses and summaries of existing research, there is still much 
room to expand the knowledge base, especially in light of the increased pressure for 
schools identified as persistently low achieving.  Researchers also agreed practices and 
behaviors of effective leaders are not a mystery.  Researchers know what works and now 
even know what is most correlated with increased student achievement.  Researchers 
discussed the importance of improved principal preparation programs.  Lumby and 
Foskett (2011) mentioned the need to move away from “toolbox” trainings towards 
training involving deeper thinking and cultural analysis.  Principals must be capable of 
reading informal undertones and predicting issues before they arise, what Marzano et al. 
(2005) called the responsibility of situational awareness.   
Further, all of the studies mentioned a certain type of person; two specifically 
mentioned transformational leadership as the current prototype: a leader who is positive, 
charismatic, motivational, instructionally sound, aware, distributive, confident, a 
communicator, and more.  The Wallace Foundation (2013) and Lumby and Foskett 
(2011) argued the ability to understand, leverage, and maintain positive culture is 
paramount for great leaders.  What is lacking is a broad range of empirical studies, 
performed in more recent contexts of school turnaround and reform.  Although the major 
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elements of effective leadership are not unknown, it is still difficult to prioritize the most 
important aspects.  As Marzano et al. (2005) stated regarding 21 responsibilities, it is 
difficult for any one leader to excel at all of them.  Marzano et al.’s research, along with 
the others mentioned, provided lists and subsets of practices; however, no leaders will 
excel at all the majority of the time.  In many data sets, the number of schools, context of 
the region, or number of studies drastically impact the correlation, thus making a need for 
multiple studies across contexts necessary to further analyze effective leadership and its 
traits. 
Change Leadership 
Fink and Bayman (2006) engaged in a qualitative study to gain an “in-depth 
understanding of principals’ leadership and the effects of principals’ transitions” (p. 68).  
Further, they argued the real issue with leadership change is not necessarily the change 
itself but “the degree of autonomy that principals can exercise on behalf of their school 
community” (Fink & Bayman, 2006, p. 62).  Fink and Bayman’s study included 
interviews with current and past principals, teachers, and support administrators at eight 
schools.  Interview responses were compiled into eight case studies, one per school 
included.  Fink and Bayman designed interview questions addressing “the way in which 
external social forces shaped each principal’s leadership . . . [and] principals’ concerns 
when they entered a new setting” (p. 68).  Similarly, they reviewed teachers’ reactions.  
This particular article only discussed two of the eight case studies included in the initial 
study, and one additional case study, Blue Mountain School.  The third case was 
included, as the school involved was the only one of the three who prepared for principal 
succession. 
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Fink and Bayman (2006) reported multiple times in their study that there is 
insufficient research, especially in the United States, regarding principal change and 
succession.  The research that exists is still rather conflicting, and contexts are limited.  
Fink and Bayman also made the claim the public sector “offers a helpful road map into 
understanding the meaning, operation, and pitfalls of leadership succession” (p. 66).  In 
the private sector, leadership succession is part of the sustainability planning process.  
Fink and Bayman concluded, “Accelerating turnover of principals . . . [has] created 
additional difficulties that threaten the sustainability of school improvement efforts and 
undermine the capacity of incoming and outgoing principals to lead their schools” (p. 
83).  They proposed what they called four major factors making principal turnover 
increasingly problematic. 
The first factor, according to Fink and Bayman (2006), is that “principals need 
sufficient time to negotiate or renegotiate an identity and acceptance within their schools’ 
community of practice” (p. 84).  The researchers claimed if teachers and staff sense 
leadership change by force or necessity, it can create toxic attitudes and negativity, 
impeding improvement.  They proposed leaders step into schools beginning to see 
success and remain no less than 5 years to assist with sustaining those accomplishments.  
The second factor is the pressure of “runaway reform demands” and the flight of 
seasoned administrators to retirement and district-level positions (Fink & Bayman, 2006, 
p. 84).  Fink and Bayman reported current conditions deprive new leaders  
of an entry process that would help them engender the trust of their staffs and gain 
insight into the cultures and micro-politics of their schools.  Inexperienced and 
unprepared principals . . . are condemned to ensuring teachers comply with 
outside mandates as best they can, rather than working with their colleagues to 
achieve shard, internally developed improvement goals for their schools. (p. 84)   
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The researchers expressed increased concern with dwindling funds, which 
previously would have provided new leaders with mentors and added preparation 
experiences.  Fink and Bayman (2006) stated new leaders “typically have neither the 
inbound knowledge and training nor the confidence that comes with experience to 
colonize external mandates for their internal improvement processes” (p. 84).  They 
proposed “creating and protecting substantial support system for new principals” as vital 
to leadership reform (Fink & Bayman, 2006, p. 85). 
The third and fourth factors address sustainability planning and reculturing 
aspiring leaders’ perceptions about the career.  Fink and Bayman (2006) insisted all 
schools should be required to include principal succession plans in their comprehensive 
school improvement plans each year.  They also discussed the need for increased voice 
for the employees receiving new leadership.  Finally, for the fourth factor, Fink and 
Bayman lamented, “Only when young people begin to see leadership roles in schools 
once again make a difference to students learning not just test scores, then quality leaders 
will emerge” (p. 62).   In addition, Fink and Bayman informed district leaders that 
“allowing and encouraging leaders who are achieving success with improvement to stay 
longer in their schools so that improvement become strongly embedded in the hearts and 
minds of teachers” (p. 86) remains paramount in successful school reform. 
Orr, Berg, Shore, and Meier (2008) used the collaborative inquiry process to build 
increased understanding of the barriers to progress for a set of persistently low-achieving 
middle schools.  Collaborative inquiry “is a participatory and holistic form of research 
focusing on knowledge in action that builds on experiences to form thick descriptions and 
theories of action” (Orr et al., 2008, pp. 677–678).  The inquiry started with two members 
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of the Laboratory for the Design and Redesign of Schools and a regional official.  The 
group enlisted an additional member of the Laboratory for the Design and Redesign of 
Schools for independent validation in reviewing findings.  The researchers brainstormed 
their perceptions, coded those perceptions topically, created and tested their hypotheses, 
analyzed their three theories of action, tested them, and then finally integrated them into a 
unified theory.  Out of the process came a framework with five major components:  
 instructional leadership integrity;  
 distributed leadership and professional collaboration;  
 consensus on good instruction and ways to foster continuous improvement;  
 valuing, trusting, and having confidence in the learning capacity of students 
and staff; and  
 school–region–city relationship.  
Orr et al. (2008) spent time on each of the four schools.  Orr et al. reported the 
leaders in these persistently low-achieving schools often voiced instruction as a priority 
but did not follow through with consistent expectations and monitoring.  Often leaders in 
these building were consumed with behavior or arising staff issues, which Orr et al. 
referred to as a “state of crisis management” (p. 683).  The “schools lacked consistent 
management systems and routines” and often struggled to meet deadlines at the district 
and state levels (Orr et al., 2008, p. 683).  Orr et al. called for the “centrality of 
leadership, particularly instructionally focused leadership. . . . Aspects of leadership for 
change are also essential, including fostering organizational stability, developing 
organizational capacity for change, and engaging staff in professional learning 
communities” (p. 683).   
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The next portion of the framework addresses distributive leadership and 
collaboration.  The observed dysfunction centered on little to no implementation of 
professional learning communities.  The schools were centrally managed, and 
administrative efforts focused on the unskilled or ineffective teachers.  The schools did 
not have “mechanisms through which school leaders and groups of teachers worked to 
review student data” or make adjustments to instruction based on existing data (Orr et al., 
2008, p. 684).  Staff did not reflect on data and practices or use “collective problem 
solving” or “collective review about performance, target goals, and strategies” to use in 
planning or monitoring instructional initiatives and programs (Orr et al., 2008, p. 684).  
Finally, when the school did attempt to implement a strategy, most staff did not have 
adequate support to analyze data.  Integration was not common practice across the 
persistently low-achieving schools.  
Orr et al. (2008) addressed the necessity for, and the lack of, collective agreement 
on what good teaching looks like and focused on continuous improvement in the third 
area of the framework.  Across the four underperforming schools, resources were 
inconsistently used to support learning and often uncoordinated.  School staff focused 
much on test preparation and lesson planning.  The majority of the teachers used direct 
instruction with a “high degree of supervisor tolerance for mediocre to poor instructional 
practices” (Orr et al., 2008, p. 685).  Administration failed to spend time in classrooms 
observing and monitoring instruction, and despite a large supply of student assessment 
data, rarely used data to inform instructional adjustments, intervention programming, or 
design of remediation.  “Student performance data were instead used primarily to monitor 
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compliance with performance targets and rarely for curriculum evaluation and 
instructional improvement” (Orr et al., 2008, p. 686). 
Areas 4 and 5 were the confidence level of student and staff capacity and district–
state–school interrelationships.  While the staff in the case studies started providing 
feedback professing faith in their and the students’ abilities, once pushed, staff “often 
identified as a first solution the recruitment of different (already high-performing) 
students and new teachers” (Orr et al., 2008, p. 686).  On the contrary, the students were 
able to verbalize their belief in their ability to learn and their interests in safety and a 
positive learning environment.  Students appeared to know exactly what they wanted and 
needed.  Orr et al. (2008) next turned their attention to the relationship and politics 
between the state and district offices.  Trends arising quickly were mismanagement and 
duplication of resources.  Staffing changes created hardships for leaders because they had 
to continually orient new support staff.  Conflicting expectations and regulations form the 
district and state required different responses and increased organizational dysfunction 
and follow-through.  In addition, most of the schools had larger populations of students 
with special needs or a diminishing population of academically successful students.  In 
some cases, strong leaders and teachers were reassigned out of these schools, creating 
further damage to the improvement efforts.  
 Orr et al. (2008) argued there is a direct and parallel relationship among all five of 
the areas.  They argued the “limits on one area exacerbate limits or challenges in another 
area. Conversely . . . improvements in one area can leverage improvements in other areas, 
having a synergistic and more positive effect” (p. 689).  Orr et al. concluded prior school 
reform research “lacks insight into how much schools must simultaneously address those 
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complex challenges to best take advantage of comprehensive school reform models and 
other interventions for curricular and instructional capacity building” (p. 689). 
Transformational Leadership 
 Bass (1997) investigated the transcendence of the transactional and 
transformational paradigm across varying types of organizations, internationally.  His 
intent was to support the paradigm by soliciting a massive, diverse, and cross-continent 
data set.  All continents but one were included in the study.  Bass (1997) stated 
transformational leaders can be identified by “moving of followers beyond their self-
interests for the good of the group [or] organization” (p. 130).  Effective leadership must 
involve “elevating followers’ motivation, understanding, and maturity, and sense of self-
worth” (Bass, 1997, p, 130).  The idea that leaders go beyond directive, a rewards and 
sanction type of management, to a motivational and emotional approach becomes the 
primary difference between transactional and transformational leaders.  Transformational 
leaders must possess vision but also be able to empower their followers to work beyond 
their normal capacity in an effort to reach organizational goals.  Bass (1997) called it a 
“moral uplifting of followers” (p. 131).  In transactional organizations, employees 
compete in a bureaucratic hierarchy, trying to further their position, unlike the 
transformational setting, where one will observe collaboration and adaptation to the 
organization and its goals.   
Bass (1997) identified five universals, or what he defined as “a universally 
applicable conceptualization” (p. 132).  Transformational leadership is systematic and 
one of the most complex of the five; however, there are elements of variform and 
functional universals due to the sensitivity of cultural differences across organizations.  
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Bass (1997) stated prior leadership theory has “ignored effects on leader–follower 
relations of the sharing of vision, symbolism, imaging, and sacrifice” (p. 133).  Bass 
(1997) mapped out three corollaries of the theory:   
1.  A hierarchy of correlations exists among the various leadership styles, with 
transformational leadership at the top.   
2.  Using step-wise regression, transformational leadership adds “to measures of 
transactional leadership in predicting outcomes, but not vice-versa” (Bass, 
1997, p. 135).   
3.  Everywhere in the world, people’s ideal leaders have transformational 
characteristics.   
 Hallinger (2003) reviewed the theoretical and empirical research on the 
instructional and transformational models of leadership.  He asserted researchers in the 
1980s exposed the importance of the role of principal while investigating school reform 
and school improvement.  Hallinger claimed scholars “consistently found that the skillful 
leadership of school principals was a key contributing factor when it came to explaining 
successful change, school improvement, or school effectiveness” (p. 331).  Hallinger 
claimed the 1980s research focused on instructional leadership frameworks deriving from 
successful schools research of the time.  However, he noted in the 1990s there was a shift 
to “leadership models construed as more consistent with evolving trends in educational 
reform such as empowerment, shared leadership, and organizational learning” (p. 330).  
He reported the most prevalent of all models was transformational leadership.   
 Hallinger (2003) stated, “Transformational leadership focuses on developing the 
organization’s capacity to innovate . . . [and] seeks to build the organization’s capacity to 
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select its purpose and to support the development of changes to practices of teaching and 
learning” (p. 330).  In addition, Hallinger asserted such leadership “may be viewed as 
distributed in that is focused on developing shared vision and shared commitment to 
school change” (pp. 330-331).  Many of Hallinger’s references on transformational 
leadership come from Leithwood’s work, more specifically his research from 2000 
yielding a seven-component model.  The model made the assumption a principal will not 
be the only building leader or influence to create conditions for change and growth.  The 
model is “grounded in understanding the needs of individual staff rather than 
‘coordinating and controlling’ them towards the organization’s desired ends” (Hallinger, 
2003, p. 337).  Hallinger called this influence bottom-up rather than top-down.  
 Distributive leadership is a key feature of transformational leadership.  This 
model is rooted in the investment in growth and development of staff and systems 
ultimately and positively impacting the organization and instructional programs.  
Hallinger (2003) referred to this as generating second-order effects.  Leading in this way 
requires a principal to focus on continuous learning, enhanced professional development, 
and the creation and support for diverse and rich collaborative teams.  Another crucial 
element is ensuring growth goals of the individuals are connected to the broader school 
improvement goals.  Hallinger described it as “creating the conditions under which others 
are committed and self-motivated to work towards the improvement of the school without 
specific direction from above” (p. 338).  Hallinger concluded by stating there is no one 
stand-alone model best for school reform; however, it is essential the model is connected 
to the school context where the reform or improvement is needed, and an effective 
leaders has to be able to code switch among the various models.  Individual schools may 
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go through phases when they need a different type of support and leadership. Hallinger 
closed by quoting Day, Harris, and Hadfield (2011), who recommended “contingency 
leadership which takes into account the realities of successful principalship of schools in 
changing times, and moves beyond polarized concepts of transactional and 
transformational leadership” (p. 456). 
 Eisenbach, Watson, and Pillai (1999) analyzed the relationships between change 
and leadership, more specifically transformational leadership.  They reviewed the 
primary literature in the two areas in an effort to identify when a transformational leader 
is most necessary during the process of change.  Further, they sought to define the 
characteristics and capacities of this type of leader in an environment where successful 
change takes place.  Eisenbach et al. remarked, “As we move closer to the new 
millennium, models of outstanding leadership such as transformational, charismatic, and 
visionary leadership, which focus on organizational transformation, are likely to become 
more important because of the breathtaking changes foreseen” (p. 1).  Further, Eisenbach 
et al. referenced Kotter’s (1995) research on organizational change and echoed the 
importance of a leader’s ability to innovate and create a plan, then implement it.  The 
environment of change really calls for the institutionalization of new ideas and systems, 
in addition to cultural shifts and reinventions.  Although Pawar and Eastman (1997) 
addressed the relationship between an organization’s readiness for new leadership and 
transformational leadership, the actual qualities and capacities of a transformational 
leader were not addressed in their study.   
 Bass (1985) asserted that transformational leaders exceed accepted quality 
leadership traits by not only establishing an organizational vision but also earning 
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authentic staff buy-in and support.  Further, a key aspect of Bass’s (1985) theory is that 
individual staff members discontinue selfish concerns and become engaged with and 
invested in the success of the whole.  Bass (1985) also touted the importance of the 
leaders’ attitude and their ability to build capacity with individuals on their staff, 
especially in a context of redesign or change.  Tichey and Devanna’s (1990) description 
of transformational leadership is synonymous with Bass’s (1985) with the addition of a 
leader’s ability to detect the organization’s need for change.  Podsakoff, Mackenzie, and 
Bommer (1996) summed it up by stating, “By articulating vision, fostering the 
acceptance of group goals, and providing individualized support, effective leaders change 
the basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of followers so that they are willing to perform 
beyond the minimum levels” (p. 260). 
 Eisenbach et al. (1999) reported, “Transformational . . . leaders can successfully 
change the status quo in the organizations by displaying the appropriate behaviors at the 
appropriate stage in the transformation process” (p. 3).  They stated that transformational 
leaders are most ideal when an organization is not satisfied with status quo or is forced to 
adapt to unexpected environmental change.  This type of leader is less effective in an 
environment of sanction and rewards, low levels of autonomy, or adherence to previously 
identified goals.   Transformational leaders “create change by providing a vision that is 
attractive to followers rather than creating dissatisfaction with the status quo” (Eisenbach 
et al., 1999, p. 3). 
Turnaround Leadership 
Leithwood and Strauss (2008) conducted a substantial mixed-methods study to 
“enrich existing understandings of how successful school leadership is enacted for the 
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purpose of ‘turning around’ low performing schools” (p. 11).  The primary objectives for 
their study were to (a) identify successful practices for significantly increasing student 
achievement, (b) determine the impact of leadership in successful school turnarounds, (c) 
ascertain which leadership practices are used at particular phases of a school turnaround, 
and (d) explore the differences between successful leadership in turnaround and 
successful leadership in improving a school already performing at an adequate level.  
Leithwood and Strauss (2008) defined two major frameworks to guide 
assumptions about the turnaround process and turnaround leadership practices.  The 
turnaround process framework had three stages.  The first was declining performance, in 
which typically a situational analysis occurs, leadership likely changes, and external 
oversight is applied. Stage 2, crisis stabilization, is when stakeholders analyze their 
current reality and begin the improvement planning process.  Effective leaders also will 
distribute leadership at this time to increase shared ownership of new initiatives and 
foster community and positive morale.  Stage 3, sustaining and improving performance, 
signifies a return to a “new normalcy” (Leithwood & Strauss, 2008, p. 13), including high 
expectations for learning, staff commitment, positive and safe learning environment, 
rigor, and instructional leadership.   
The turnaround leadership practices had four components: direction setting, 
developing people, redesigning the organization, and managing the instructional program.  
The practices identified included creating a shared purpose, bringing focus, and 
identifying short-term objectives.  Leithwood and Strauss (2008) also included employee 
growth; improved relationships with parents and community; and a renewed focus on 
instructional practices, monitoring, and a rigorous curriculum.  One additional aspect of 
 152 
the conceptual framework involved school improvement initiatives and teacher changes.  
Leithwood and Strauss (2008) stated their “framework argues that the exercise of 
successful leadership leads to the school improvement initiatives aimed at improving 
student performance, and that the effect of these initiatives on students is mediated by 
changes in teacher practices” (p. 15). 
 Leithwood and Strauss’s (2008) mixed-method study had two phases. Phase 1 
incorporated semistructured interviews of building administrators, teacher leaders, and 
teachers.  Further, researchers interviewed parent and student focus groups.  Interviews 
were recorded and then coded and categorized.  Phase 1 of the study included elementary 
and high schools, at which researchers interviewed 73 administrators and teachers, 35 
parents, and 47 students across eight schools.  Schools who participated were required to 
meet a set of criteria addressing successful turnaround initiatives determined by 
proficiency levels of district or state assessments.  The second set of schools was 
successful with school improvement but started as adequately performing. Phase 2 
involved the use of quantitative methods.  Researchers conducted surveys using a 71-item 
questionnaire with each item measured on a 6-point scale. The survey included three 
write-in items.  Principals and teachers were the only participants in Phase 2.  Schools 
included in this phase were limited to the elementary level with the same selection 
criterion as Phase 1. Their response rates ranged from 79.8% to 88.9% across the two 
school types.  Leithwood and Strauss (2008) employed Cronbach’s alpha to calculate 
reliability for the scales used.  Researchers used regressions to analyze relationships 
between variables. 
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 Leithwood and Strauss (2008) summarized their findings from both phases into 
eight “claims about leadership” (p. 58).  The researchers labeled any school with poor 
performance as needing an effective leader to recover.  The effective leadership core 
practices mentioned above covered most of the practices necessary for successful 
turnaround to occur.  Interestingly, the core practices for improving a failing school and 
an adequately performing school were essentially the same.  The core practice 
implementation is vital to context when considering the timing and phase of reform.  As 
predicted, Leithwood and Strauss (2008) stated, “In the case of turning around a school, 
each of the three turnaround stages present a different context, potentially calling for 
different forms of leadership enactment” (p. 59).  Distributive leadership was prevalent in 
two of the claims.  First, researchers determined formal teacher leaders as having the 
most influence on the process as a whole, not factoring in the phase of turnaround.  In 
addition, as the process evolves, more distribution is critical to build sustainability, 
collaborating, and organizational wisdom.  The final two claims address school culture 
and the leader’s ability to make staff aware of the brutal truths of their situation, build 
collective commitment for change and improvement, communicate purpose, support 
unprepared stakeholders, and reconnect with parents and community.  Ultimately, the 
leader builds an atmosphere of ownership with teachers.  Ideally, staff members will 
internalize failures and successes and recognize they are the primary catalysts to bring 
improvement and maximized learning for all students. 
 In the preface to Fullan’s (2006) book, Turnaround Leadership, he claimed,  
The turnaround phenomena is a dangerously narrow and under-conceptualized 
strategy.  We need . . . to cast the problem of failing schools in a much larger 
perspective, not only in the context of the entire education system but in reference 
to societal development as a whole. (p. xii)  
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The book is organized into four major chapters Fullan referenced as themes to not just 
educational reform but also the societal development necessary for real reform.  Chapter 
1 addressed society and “the dynamics of what makes societies healthy or sick, and then 
insert the role of education” (Fullan, 2006, p. 1).  Fullan (2006) claimed lack of health in 
education leads to lack of health in society and vice versa.  Chapter 2 addressed the 
turnaround school phenomena.  Fullan (2006) claimed much of the current turnaround 
effort is about mere survival and incremental growth, not sustainable change.  He 
discussed the need for a solution putting schools in a healthier place all, or at least most, 
of the time.  Chapter 3 addressed change and the difficulty and necessity to get large 
numbers of people to change their behaviors, ideas, and practices.  Fullan (2006) stated, 
“We need to instead draw more perspective on what motivates people to engage in 
change, and what mechanisms and dynamics represent change forces commensurate with 
the transformation required” (p. 2).  The final chapter discussed systems and leadership.  
Fullan (2006) discussed the “road to precision” and charged leaders to be “equipped with 
capacities that increase the chances of being dynamically precise in the face of problems 
that are unpredictable in their timing and nature” (p. 2). Fullan (2006) called for “leaders 
whose very actions change the systems they work in. Systems thinkers in action” (p. 2).   
 Fullan (2006) referenced the research of Wilkinson (2005), Willms (2003), and 
Berliner (2005) in Chapter 1.  All these researchers discussed the impacts of poverty, 
inequity, stress, and income on society, an individual’s health, and education.  Wilkinson 
claimed individuals tend to perceive poor health of those in poverty, as increased illness 
due to living conditions.  He reported the psychological and psychosocial impact of 
inequity, insecurity, feelings of helplessness, and lack of sense of control impact health 
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significantly in people living in low-SES conditions.  Further, Wilkinson stated, “What 
really matters to us, the source of real satisfaction or dissatisfaction, just like the main 
source of our stress and unhappiness, is to be found in the quality of social relations” (p. 
263).  Fullan (2006) concluded the “larger agenda is to tackle raising the bar and closing 
the gap in income and social status in society” (p. 9).  Fullan (2006) addressed Willm’s 
research on double jeopardy, meaning a student from a low-SES household is at risk but 
is significantly more at risk if the student also lives in a low-SES community.  Berliner 
stated the United States, of industrialized countries, has one of the highest rates of 
permanently and situationally poor.  Berliner claimed that unlike other industrialized, 
wealthy countries, the United States has few mechanisms to help people out of poverty 
once they fall into it.  Berliner also stated families who increased their incomes also see 
an increase in academic achievement, and children in families having sudden increases in 
income actually perform similarly to same-age peers who had never experienced poverty.  
Finally, Berliner made the claim that the psychological effects of being perceived as, or 
feeling, inferior create additional barriers for schools in districts where the income 
disparity between schools is significant and known.   
 In Fullan’s (2006) second chapter, he addressed the initial redesign process.  
Fullan (2006) claimed many schools have quick and relatively small success initially, but 
efforts are not sustainable.  He referenced England’s National Audit report, claiming, 
four actions are associated with successful turnaround: (a) improving school leadership, 
(b) improving teaching standards, (c) providing better management of pupil behavior, and 
(d) receiving external assistance.  Levin, Mulhern, and Schunk’s (2005) study identified 
vacancy policies, staffing rules in union contracts, and late budget timetables as creating 
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barriers for schools in turnaround.  Among the negative outcomes are schools with poor 
selection of applicants due to years of service, underequipped teachers who are not 
properly evaluated and not terminated, new graduates blocked by senior hires and 
transfers, and misperceptions about teachers new to the career.   
Fullan (2006) discussed the effect of labeling a failing school can have on staff, 
students, and parents.  Further, Fullan (2006) said, “Outstanding teachers and leaders are 
drawn toward the most exemplary . . . institutions” (p. 25), leaving other schools feeling 
less viable and forced to take what is left behind.  Kanter (2004) suggested individuals 
who lack confidence or experience feelings of inferiority can limit themselves with no 
cause.  Further, Kanter claimed success from initial turnaround can create a false sense of 
effectiveness or a plateau in growth due to overconfidence.     
 In Fullan’s (2005) essay in the Educational Forum, he charged readers to make a 
“distinction between accountability and capacity building.  . . . Accountability involves 
targets, inspections, or other forms of monitoring.  . . . Capacity building consists of 
developments that increase the collective power in the school” (p. 175).  In schools 
receiving sanctions or various turnaround interventions, scores might increase minimally, 
but teacher morale and buy-in remain stagnant.  Fullan (2005) proposed a need to reverse 
the dynamic and prioritize capacity building.  Fullan (2005) cautioned there must be 
balance between support and accountability.  Too much pressure without appropriate 
support also leads to unsustainable results.  Fullan (2005) identified “drivers” that support 
successful reform, including transformational leaders, purpose, horizontal and vertical 
capacity building, lifelong learning, collaboration, fiscal support from the district, and 
honest evaluation and feedback.  Fullan (2005) said schools need “systems thinkers in 
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action” (p. 180).  School leaders must focus not only on student learning but also on 
growing people and systems that support continued growth and effectiveness.   
 In their issue brief on school turnaround, Kowal, Hassel, and Hassel (2009) 
discussed seven key strategies to assist districts interested in a dramatic school 
turnaround effort.  Kowal et al. defined “turnaround” as “a quick, dramatic, and sustained 
change driven by a highly capable leader” (p. 1).  Kowal et al. began by discussing the 
importance of commitment and willingness to abandon tradition or policy for increased 
autonomy.  They stated multiple leaders at the same site may be necessary over time to 
get results.  Kowal et al. discussed how critical the district’s diagnosis is regarding need 
for what they called “dramatic change strategies” defined as necessary where 
“performance is extremely and chronically low and where incremental efforts to improve 
. . . have failed” (p. 2). While identifying the turnaround approach, district leadership 
must consider access and availability of turnaround principals and district ability to 
“oversee and support dramatic change” (Kowal et al., 2009, p. 2). 
 Beyond placing the right leader in a school, Kowal et al. (2009) challenged 
districts to grow leaders with the key competencies to successfully implement dramatic 
change.  They listed drive, results orientation, motivation, distributive leadership, data 
analysis, prescription of interventions, and confidence as critical characteristics of a 
turnaround leader.  The district must offer leaders increased autonomy for decision 
making, staffing, and operations.  Districts must create a gray area allowing turnaround 
principals to deviate from tradition, district policy, union contracts, and staffing 
procedures where necessary.  Of course, autonomy should be coupled with appropriate 
monitoring.  Kowal et al. stated, “External pressure for speedy results is a key factor in 
 158 
successful turnarounds” (p. 5).  Holding leaders to brief deadlines, consistent discussion 
of results, and willingness to make changes quickly all support improvement efforts.   
 The final two strategies address staffing and community engagement (Kowal et 
al., 2009).  To move forward, schools in crisis need quality teachers.  Districts must move 
past simply removing barriers for transfer and selection; they also must recruit properly 
trained candidates and support new teachers with resources and professional 
development.  When soliciting community support, district leaders have to own the 
failure, share their plan, and market quick positive signs of change in the crisis schools.  
Community leaders want to get behind a solid vision.  Stakeholders want to feel they are 
getting an honest perspective on student achievement and leadership’s plan for improving 
it, packaged in a message they can understand and relate to.  
 The University of Virginia’s Leaders in Education and School Turnaround 
Specialist Program published a report by Steiner and Hassel (2011) analyzing traits of 
successful turnaround principals.  The report addressed competencies turnaround 
principals need to have and what districts must do to support these leaders in sustained 
change.  Steiner and Hassel stated this type of leader “engages and focuses the whole 
community on achieving dramatic improvement goals fast” (p. 1).  They claimed many 
districts fail to use effective strategies to identify, grow, and support turnaround leaders.  
In addition, Steiner and Hassel supported prior claims that “Few [districts] provide the 
autonomy, support, and accountability for rapid, dramatic change” (p. 1).  Steiner and 
Hassel’s district expectations are highly correlated with Kowal et al.’s (2009) key 
strategies for districts.  They too, reinforced the critical role districts play in successful 
turnaround.  Further, without the freedom to make decisions and innovate beyond 
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standard district and school board policy, leaders cannot create quick, sustainable change 
in schools.  Both reports (Kowal et al., 2009; Steiner & Hassel, 2011) also make it clear 
that with support and autonomy also must come swift and appropriate progress 
monitoring and benchmarking to ensure the leaders are getting results. 
 Steiner and Hassel (2011) emphasized the crucial role selection plays for districts 
in need of a turnaround leader.  They called for a less traditional approach, relying less on 
education and years of experience and more on characteristics of an effective leader in 
this specialized setting.  Steiner and Hassel suggested competency-based performance 
management as an opportunity for district leadership to “understand not just what 
employees do to be successful, but how they do it” (p. 2).  They mentioned the success 
measures of Singapore and the United Kingdom, while reporting overall use in education 
as rare.  Competencies were defined as “underlying motives and habits—patterns of 
thinking, feeling, acting, and speaking—that cause a person to be successful in a specific 
job or role” (Steiner & Hassel, 2011, p. 4).  They claimed selection processes like 
behavior event interviews allow committees to witness a candidate reveal what he or she 
was thinking, saying, and doing at the time, offering insight into thoughts, feelings, and 
decision-making patterns. Steiner and Hassel stated structured interviews such as the 
behavior event interviews “that probe for information about past events are highly 
correlated with later job performance” (p. 4).   
Competency research further suggests that outstanding performance in complex 
jobs—ones in which most candidates have a similar education history and 
significant autonomy over daily work tasks—is driven more by underlying 
competencies than by readily observed skills and knowledge. (Steiner & Hassel, 
2011, p. 5)   
 The wide variance in how leaders use their skills and knowledge makes effective 
development and selection practices vital for districts.  Steiner and Hassel (2011) 
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identified two central competencies for turnaround leaders: achievement and impact or 
influence.  They defined “achievement” as “the drive and actions to set challenging goals 
and reach a high standard of performance” (Steiner & Hassel, 2011, p. 5).  “Impact and 
influence” were defined as “acting with the purpose of affecting the perceptions, thinking 
and actions of others” (Steiner & Hassel, 2011, p. 5).  In addition to selection, Steiner and 
Hassel challenged districts to deviate from more traditional evaluation processes to “a 
complete evaluation system” including “not only measureable results [but also] . . . 
professional skills, such as curriculum planning, and of course competencies that are 
critical for achieving results” (p. 7).   
 The challenge of school turnaround requires a specific set of skills that Steiner 
and Hassel (2011) referred to as competencies.  Steiner and Hassel concluded, “Even 
leaders who have excelled in other circumstances may fail when faced with the rapid, 
dramatic change required in a turnaround effort” (p. 2).  Many researchers have placed a 
large amount of the burden on the leaders, which is somewhat warranted.  However, as 
mentioned in this report and others referenced in this literature review, effective 
turnarounds cannot take place without district leaders who will select the appropriate 
people and provide the support, autonomy, and oversight necessary in a change setting. 
Conclusion 
 The three guiding purposes of this dissertation were (a) to offer insight on the 
impact of selected reform model on schools and their journey towards increased student 
achievement, (b) to determine key characteristics and behaviors of successful turnaround 
leaders, and (c) to determine what state and district leaders do to support a successful 
school improvement effort.  The school reform process placed special emphasis on 19 
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schools in Kentucky.  As a result of low academic performance or failed state leadership 
assessments, some leaders were removed from their buildings.  In schools using a 
turnaround model, upwards of 30–50% of teaching staff changed.  Whereas some of the 
schools have seen growth, others have struggled to make sustainable gains.  For these 
Kentucky schools to move forward, district officials need to be mindful of their decision 
making where leadership and school support are concerned.  The research not only 
supports the indirect, positive impact of the school leader in the reform and redesign 
process but also the necessity of appropriate district supports.   
Research Questions 
The research questions for this study are listed below: 
1. What impact does the selected federal intervention model (turnaround and 
transformation) have on student achievement in the Kentucky priority schools 
where they were implemented, as measured by 2013 scores on ACT English, 
ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC 
Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History? 
2.  What impact does certified staff perception of school leadership have on 
student achievement in Kentucky priority schools as measured by the 2011 
TELL Kentucky survey data? 
3.  What is the combined impact of federal intervention model and certified staff 
perception of leadership on student achievement in Kentucky priority schools, 
as measured by 2013 scores on ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT 
Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, 
and EOC U.S. History and by 2011 TELL Kentucky survey data? 
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The null hypotheses for this study are the following: 
H10: There is no significant main effect of federal intervention model on student 
achievement as measured by 2013 scores on ACT English, ACT Reading, 
ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC 
Biology, and EOC U.S. History. 
H20: There is no significant main effect of certified staff’s perceived effectiveness 
of leadership on student achievement as measured by the 2011 TELL 
Kentucky survey data. 
H30: There is no interaction between federal intervention model and certified 
staff’s perceived effectiveness of leadership as measured by 2013 scores on 
ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC 
English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History and by 
2011 TELL Kentucky survey data.  
 This review outlined the research on effective educational leaders.  The theories 
and frameworks reviewed report many of the same characteristics for successful leaders 
in both low- and high-functioning schools.  Quality educational leader characteristics 
mentioned early in the chapter are similar in most ways to the qualities outlined in the 
Turnaround Leaders section, meaning good leaders are good for any organization.  What 
sets leaders apart in the turnaround setting is their ability to shift and heal culture, create a 
sense of buy-in from staff, increase efficacy with teachers, and distribute leadership.  A 
sustained reform effort cannot take place without collaboration and a collective 
understanding of the school’s plan and role each person plays in the plan.  All leaders 
should have a clear vision that is communicated to stakeholders; in the case of reform, 
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this is the first step in the cultural shift.  If stakeholders are not on board with the vision 
and mission, or do not know what those are, failure is likely for any organization.  This 
chapter addressed transformational leadership. The characteristics outlined for success in 
reform are synonymous with qualities of a transformational leader.  What sets 
transformational leaders apart from others is the ability to deal well with organizational 
change and foster a sense of innovation, convincing their followers to do things 
differently for the success of the whole.   
 State and district leaders are mentioned as influencers on successful leadership.  
Leader growth, training, recruitment, and selection are all key factors in creating the 
environment for school improvement.  Although oversight is recommended for schools 
and leaders in crisis reform, the literature has called for a balanced model, offering the 
appropriate level of monitoring and support.  If excessive expectations, supervision, and 
sanctions are in place without resources and leadership autonomy, it is unreasonable to 
expect growth or sustained change.  Districts must consider policy deviations, appropriate 
growth measures, and systems alterations for leaders challenged with school reform. 
 Additional challenges mentioned in the review were societal influences and 
impact of the phases or steps schools experience during school reform.  Poverty, societal 
health, and people’s ability to function in crisis and change all affect the leader and the 
reform process.  Generational poverty, deeply entrenched community perceptions, and 
district processes and policies all directly influence cultural shifts and the landscape a 
new leader might inherit.  Further, the coping, grieving, and belonging aspects of staff 
members and their emotional capacity to cope with change and reform are challenging 
for a reform leader.  Research has supported the need for a transformational type leader 
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who has the ability to engage, empower, and draw in teachers and community members 
and educate them about the organizational purpose and the vitality of their role in the 
process.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
 School reform is prevalent in the United States as a result of a series of programs 
and initiatives including: A Nation at Risk, Goals 2000, NCLB (2002), and the ARRA of 
2009.  All of these efforts, programs, and initiatives focused on the redesign and 
improvement of failing schools.  As a result of the large amount of funding behind 
comprehensive school improvement work, financial awards associated with the SIG 
program increased the accountability and supervision of at-risk schools receiving aid.  
Schools identified in the bottom 5% were required to select one of four reform models: 
turnaround, transformation, closure, and restart.  The Board of Education for each district 
voted on the reform model to be enacted at each school site.   
Schools identified to move into a priority classification received State Leadership 
Assessments to determine the capacity of the leader.  Among many diagnostics 
completed and analyzed as part of the audit process, each school’s certified staff 
completed the TELL survey.  Staff perception is one component used to assess the 
capacity of the leader.  The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of school 
reform model and certified staff perception of leadership on student achievement as 
measured by the EOC exams and the ACT.   
Participants 
 Participants in this study were the 19 identified priority schools in Kentucky.  
Schools identified as persistently low achieving possess very low math and literacy 
assessment scores and unsatisfactory graduation rates compared to other schools in the 
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state.  Schools classified as persistently low achieving undergo a Leadership Assessment 
audit to determine principal capacity, and the district Board of Education selects a reform 
model for each school identified.  The schools were identified in two cohorts, Cohorts I 
and II.  The status of persistently low achieving for Cohort I began in 2010-2011.  The 19 
Kentucky priority schools concluded in this study are listed in Appendix B.  Select 
demographic data are listed for each school, in addition to the cohort and the districts in 
which the schools are located.  
 Of the 19 schools, districts selected only two of the four reform options, 
turnaround and transformation. Districts in Kentucky did not select school closure or 
school restart models for any schools. Districts chose transformation for nine of the 
schools and turnaround for 10.  
Research Questions and Operational Definitions of Variables  
Research Question 1 
What impact does the selected federal intervention model (turnaround and 
transformation) have on student achievement in the Kentucky priority schools they were 
implemented, as measured by 2013 ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, 
ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History?  
The dependent variables used to represent the student achievement for Research Question 
1 were 2013 ACT and EOC test scores.  ACT scores were derived from the average of 
student scores for Reading, English, Math, and Science. EOC scores were derived from 
the percentage of students earning Proficient or Distinguished ratings on the English 10, 
Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. History EOC, state-mandated assessments.  The 
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independent variable was reform model selected, with its two levels being transformation 
or turnaround as selected by their district Board of Education. 
Research Question 2 
What impact does certified staff perception of school leadership have on student 
achievement in Kentucky priority schools as measured by the 2011 TELL Kentucky 
survey data?  The dependent variables used to represent the student achievement for 
Research Question 2 were 2013 ACT and EOC test scores, similar to Research Question 
1.  The independent variable was perception of leadership as measured by the 2013 TELL 
survey of certified staff.  Percentages of staff indicating they agreed or strongly agreed 
with the items on the School Leadership Q7.3a–Q7.3i section were gathered from the 
TELL Kentucky online archives.  The researcher computed an average of the mean 
percentage.  Next, the scores were dichotomized into a high leadership perception and 
low leadership percentage by identifying the median percentage and identifying schools 
above the median percentage (coded 1) and below the median percentage (coded 0).  
Research Question 3 
What is the combined impact of federal intervention model and certified staff 
perception of leadership have on student achievement in Kentucky Priority Schools as 
measured by 2013 ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC 
English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History and 2011 TELL 
Kentucky survey data?  The dependent variables used to represent the student 
achievement for Research Question 3 were 2013 ACT and EOC test scores.  The 
independent variables were the reform model selected (transformation or turnaround) and 
certified staff perception of leadership (below the median or above the median).  
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Instrumentation 
TELL Survey  
The New Teacher Center developed the TELL survey instrument to further the 
analysis of  “how teaching and learning conditions theoretical and empirically link to 
important outcomes including teacher retention and student learning” (TELL, 2013, p. 1), 
with the intent of informing future practice and policy development in education. With 
the increase in school reform efforts, federal incentive programs, and school 
improvement efforts, the pressure to understand the conditions that yield higher levels of 
student learning is paramount.  The survey continues the work performed by the North 
Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission.  Their propose was to understand 
factors leading to teacher retention, satisfaction, and career trajectories.  The North 
Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission “identified the following areas: 
time, empowerment, leadership, decision making, and facilities and resources” (TELL, 
2013, p. 2) as the primary constructs to consider.  The commission’s constructs are 
considered on the TELL instrument, while adding additional constructs that are more 
tightly associated with retention and student learning.  TELL creators added classroom 
behavior and instructional supports, in addition to community support.  The 2013 TELL 
survey includes eight constructs: Time, Facilities and Resources, Community Support 
and Involvement, Managing Student Conduct, Teacher Leadership, School Leadership, 
Professional Development, and Instructional Practices and Support.  The TELL survey 
uses a 4 point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) and 
includes a don’t know option.  To assess the external reliability of the instrument, the 
researchers employed the Rasch rating scale model “to examine the Item-measure 
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correlations, item fit, rating scale functioning, unidimensionality, and generalizability of 
the instrument” (TELL, 2013 p. 3).  As a result of the external validity testing, the 6-point 
Likert-type scale was adjusted to a 4-point scale, a construct was added, and a few 
questions were reviewed due to overlap across constructs.   
To assess external reliability, and ensure the survey was generalizable and would 
produce similar results across populations, researchers used Cronbach’s alpha and Rasch 
model person separation reliability. Swanlund (2011) determined that the TELL survey 
instrument met external reliability requirements.  
To assess internal validity and reliability, researchers at the New Teacher Center 
performed factor analyses to address validity and computed internal consistency 
estimates to address reliability.  Licensed educators in Kentucky responded to the survey, 
yielding an 87% response rate, with 88% of the 43,761 respondents being teachers.  Once 
the New Teacher Center received the data, confirmatory factor analysis, principal 
components analysis, and varimax rotation procedures were used to assess internal 
validity.  Researchers used a scree plot to analyze Eigenvalues and determine the number 
of factors to include; in addition, the “Kaiser criterion (K1) suggest only including factors 
where eigenvalues are greater than one” (TELL, 2013, p. 5).  Four questions exhibited 
overlap in the teacher and school leader constructs.  The researchers adjusted questions to 
apply more specifically to the construct they were intended to measure. 
The reliability testing for the TELL Kentucky survey yielded “Cronbach’s Alpha 
coefficients ranging from .86 to .95. . . . The closer the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 
1.00 the greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale” (TELL, 2013, p. 6).  All 
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alpha coefficients were well above .70, indicating internal consistency of the instrument.  
The TELL items used in this study were the following:  
The school leadership makes a sustained effort to address teacher concerns about 
(a) leadership issues, (b) facilities and resources, (c) the use of time in my school, 
(d) professional development, (e) teacher leadership, (f) community support and 
involvement, (g) managing student conduct, (h) instructional practices and 
support, and (i) new teacher support. 
ACT 
 The ACT is a comprehensive system of data collection consisting of both an 
objective assessment component in the subjects of English, mathematics, reading, and 
science and a career- and education-planning component.  The ACT is a norm-referenced 
assessment that scores students along a common scale from 1–36 and provides 
information about how well their performance compares to other students.  The ACT is 
designed to determine how adeptly, and under time constraints, students can perform 
college-level work, such as their ability to make inferences, evaluate ideas, and solve 
problems (ACT, 2014b).  Kentucky high school students take the ACT in the spring of 
their 11th-grade year.   
The ACT contains four multiple-choice tests: (a) a 75-item, 45-minute English 
test measuring conventions and rhetorical skills; (b) a 60-item, 60-minute Math test 
assessing mathematical reasoning skills; (c) a 40-item, 35-minute Reading test measuring 
referring, reasoning, and reading comprehension skills; and (d) a 40-item, 35-minute 
Science test assessing interpretation, analysis, and problem-solving skills required in the 
natural sciences (ACT, 2014b).  Scoring is based on the number of correct responses, or 
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raw scores, on each of the four multiple-choice tests, which are converted to a scale score 
ranging from 1–36. 
Reliability refers to the degree to which a test produces stable and consistent 
results. Reliability coefficients are estimates of test score consistency. Reliability 
coefficients range from zero to one, with values closest to one indicating greater 
consistency.  The technical manual for the ACT (2014b) provided the scale score 
reliability and average SEM for the six national ACT administrations in 2011-12.  The 
results are summarized in Table 20.  ACT tests have relatively high reliability. A 
comprehensive analysis of instrument purpose, reliability, and validity of ACT is 
reviewed in Appendix D.   
Table 20 
Scale Score Reliability and Average Standard Error of Measurement (SEM) Summary 
Statistics for the ACT 
Test 
Scale score reliability  Average SEM 
Median Min. Max. Median Min. Max. 
English .92 .92 .93  1.72 1.66 1.74 
Mathematics .91 .90 .92  1.50 1.43 1.60 
Reading .88 .86 .90  2.09 1.95 2.21 
Science .83 .80 .85  2.06 1.95 2.24 
Note. Summary statistics for the six national ACT administrations in 2011-2012. Source: 
Technical Manual: The ACT, by ACT (2014B), retrieved from http://www.act.org/aap/ 
pdf/ACT_Technical_Manual.pdf. 
EOC Exams 
Under Kentucky’s current assessment system, Kentucky high school students are 
required to take EOC exams at the conclusion of coursework in English 2, Algebra 2, 
Biology, and U.S. History. After a procurement process, ACT, Inc. was awarded the 
contract to provide the EOC assessments in Kentucky.  The EOC exams are included 
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within the ACT’s QualityCore program, a research-based system of resources, formative 
items, and summative assessments intended to help schools prepare all students for 
college and career (ACT, 2014a).  Each of the four EOC exams administered in Kentucky 
consists of two components with 35–38 multiple-choice items each.  Students are given 
45 minutes of testing time for each component, and generally complete one full EOC 
assessment during a single 90-minute time block (ACT, 2014a).  The number of correct 
responses, or raw scores, on each of the multiple-choice tests is converted through 
statistical equating procedures to a QualityCore scale score ranging from 125–175 (ACT, 
2014a).  
The ACT Quality Core Technical manual (2014a) provided the summary statistics 
for each of the EOC forms factored into Kentucky high schools’ accountability. Data 
were from the 2013-2014 school year.  Summary statistics are provided in Table 21.  A 
comprehensive analysis of instrument purpose, reliability, and validity of EOC is 
presented in Appendix E.   
Table 21 
Raw Test Score Summary Statistics for End-of-Course Forms 
Statistic English 2 Algebra 2 Biology U.S. History 
Mean 40.29 28.02 33.93 27.20 
SD 14.07   8.73 11.51   9.43 
Skewness –0.29   0.43   0.24   0.74 
Kurtosis   2.01   2.97   2.28   3.15 
Reliability   0.93   0.82   0.89   0.84 
SEM   3.63   3.75   3.78   3.82 
Note. Each subject test has 70 items. Adapted from Technical Manual: ACT QualityCore, 
by ACT, 2014a, retrieved from http://www.act.org/qualitycore/pdf/TechnicalManual.pdf.  
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Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 
 The researcher collected TELL survey data from the Kentucky TELL online 
archive.  After entering individual school results into a database, mean agreement scores 
and median values were computed.  The researchers collected ACT and EOC assessment 
scores from the Kentucky Department of Education’s online School Report Card.  
Further, the researchers analyzed the data using the SPSS statistical analysis computer 
program.   
Analysis of Hypotheses and Design 
 To determine the relationship between reform model and certified staff 
perceptions of leadership and student achievement (ACT and EOC), the following null 
hypotheses were tested.  The hypotheses for this study are as follows. 
H10: There is no significant main effect of federal intervention model on student 
achievement as measured by 2013 ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT 
Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC 
Biology, and EOC U.S. History. 
H20: There is no significant main effect of certified staff’s perceived effectiveness 
of leadership on student achievement as measured by the 2011 TELL 
Kentucky survey data. 
H30: There is no interaction between the federal intervention model and certified 
staff’s perceived effectiveness of leadership as measured by 2013 ACT 
English, ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, 
EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History and 2011 TELL 
Kentucky survey data. 
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A 2 x 2 MANOVA was planned to be used to analyze the relationship between 
reform model and certified perception of leadership on student achievement as measured 
by the ACT and EOC assessments.  There was no need to conduct post hoc tests of 
significant differences because there were only two levels for each variable.  Selecting 
MANOVA allowed the researcher to see simultaneous effects of both independent 
variables on the dependent variable.  Further, the MANOVA assisted with reducing the 
Type I error, which could result in finding significance when none existed.  The design 
was factorial due to the presence of two independent variables.  In this between-schools 
design, all schools belonged to a particular group: (a) transformation model, high TELL; 
(b) transformation model, low TELL; (c) turnaround model, high TELL; and (c) 
turnaround model, low TELL.  
All statistical assumptions were tested as part of the analysis process.  
Independence of observations existed because each school in the state is tested 
separately, with no opportunity for the score of one school to influence the score of 
another.  Students took the assessments individually in a protected and supervised 
environment.  The assessment data were examined to assess the assumption of normally 
distributed dependent variables. Finally, Box’s and Levene’s tests were used to ensure 
equality of variances and covariances.  Sample sizes were almost equal, supporting a 
balanced design.   
Procedures 
 This study examined the influence of the school’s reform model and certified staff 
perception of leadership on student achievement in 19 Kentucky priority schools.  The 
researchers used TELL results to assess certified staff perception of leadership.  Student 
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achievement was measured using the ACT Reading, English, Math, and Science scores 
and the EOC assessment scores in English 10, Biology, Algebra 2, and U.S. History.  
Prior to data analysis, the researcher submitted application and gained approval for this 
study from the University of Louisville Institutional Review Board. 
Summary 
 This chapter described the methods used to analyze relationships among school 
reform models, leadership perception, and the impact on students’ achievement.  The 
researcher outlined the procedures, variables, population, instrumentation, and research 
design of the study, including the reliability and validity of dependent variables.  A 2 x 2 
factorial MANOVA was planned to be used to analyze data from the participating 
schools.  Chapters 4 and 5 contain the following: the results of the analysis, the results of 
hypothesis testing, conclusions, and implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
Data from the 19 schools were first explored using descriptive statistics and 
correlational analysis of variables.  Following these analyses, the research hypotheses of 
the study were addressed with both multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) 
and MANOVA. 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlational Analysis 
Table 22 shows means and standard deviations for four school-characteristic 
variables.  Also shown are state averages for the variables.  As can be seen in the last two 
columns of Table 22, there were differences between the 19 schools and the state 
averages on three variables. 
Schools identified as persistently low achieving are spread through the state.  All 
schools identified as turnaround were in JCPS.  Due to the district’s urban population, the 
number of minority students attending turnaround schools was higher than many of those 
classified as transformation.   
Poverty was fairly high in all of the persistently low-achieving schools, a fact that 
influenced the statistical analysis used in this study.  The impact of poverty can vary 
significantly due to regional culture, district student-assignment procedures, student 
health supports, access to college-going culture, and additional variables.  Poverty causes 
barriers to learning.  The challenge for schools with high numbers of low-income 
students has been preparing them to meet state-identified benchmarks for academic 
achievement.   
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Table 22 
Means and Standard Deviations for Three School Characteristics: Data From 2013-2014 
(N = 19 Schools) 
Characteristic 
Transformation 
model 
 
Turnaround  
model 
 
All  
schools 
 State 
average 
M SD M SD M SD M 
% of students eligible for free 
or reduced-price lunch 
68.88   8.12  80.11   8.14  74.79   9.78  58.4 
Minority enrollment % 12.29 16.56  55.48 12.39  35.02 26.26  20.2 
% of students graduating in  
4 years 
90.17   6.45  80.03   6.95  84.83   8.35  87.5 
TELL Survey on leadership 0.78 0.09  0.82 0.05  0.80 0.07   
Note. TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning. Minority enrollment 
percentage included all students not classified White, including Black or African 
American, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and two or more races. 
Graduation rate was the 4-year adjusted graduation rate. Data were retrieved from the 
2013-2014 Kentucky School Report Cards and website containing Kentucky TELL 
results for 2013. 
The graduation rate included in Table 22 represents the percentage of students 
who complete their high school requirements in 4 years.  It should be noted that the 
school that graduates the student receives the credit for that student, regardless of what 
schools the student previously attended.  Alternate Assessment students (i.e., those 
receiving special education classes or services) are coded as a dropout, therefore counting 
against the school.  Many schools with persistently low-achieving status have high 
percentages of exceptional child education students.  If the student is not diploma bound, 
those percentages negatively impact the final school percentage of students graduating in 
4 years. 
 Table 22 shows averages for the nine schools in the transformational model and 
the 10 schools in the transactional model.  The models were discussed at length in 
Chapters 2 and 3.  All turnaround schools were JCPS schools, with much higher 
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percentages of minority students, including English language learners. Most 
transformational schools were in rural locations.  All schools across both models had 
moderate to high levels of poverty.  Turnaround schools had the autonomy to remove no 
less than 50% of their teaching staffs, and many had a change in leadership.  
Transformational schools experienced less immediate organizational change, because 
incentives, professional development, and continuous improvement planning were 
emphasized during the initial redesign process. 
 The school-characteristic variables were intercorrelated to investigate any linear 
relationships that existed among them.  Table 23 shows the six correlations obtained.  
Moderate to strong correlations were obtained for all correlations that did not involve the 
TELL survey.   
Table 23 
Correlations Among Five School Characteristics Measured in 2013-2014 (N = 19) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Free or reduced-price lunch percentage — .74** –.82**  .08   .59** 
2. Minority enrollment percentage  — –.70**  .21   .84** 
3. Four-year graduation rate   — –.23  –.62** 
4. TELL leadership survey    — .30 
4. Modela     — 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.   
aModel was coded transformation = 0, turnaround = 1. 
**p < .01. 
The last column of Table 23 lists correlations with the model variable and the 
other four variables. The variable model (coded 0 for transformation and 1 for 
turnaround) was positively associated with free or reduced-price lunch percentage, r = 
.59, p < .01.  This meant that turnaround model schools were associated with a higher 
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percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. In addition, turnaround 
model schools were associated with a higher percentage of minority student enrollment, r 
= .84, p < .01, and a lower percentage of students graduating in 4 years, r = –.62, p < .01. 
The correlation between the variables of model and free or reduced-price lunch 
status raised the possibility that the latter variable might be a confounding variable.  This 
would occur if both variables not only were associated with one another but also 
associated with assessment test scores, the dependent variables used in the hypotheses to 
be tested.  This is plausible, since it is well-established that free or reduced-price lunch 
status (a measure of SES) is associated with academic achievement outcomes.  A meta-
analysis by Hattie (2009) revealed that the effect of SES on student achievement (d = .57) 
ranked it 32 of 138 factors analyzed in the study.  Hattie stated,  
Some parents know how to speak the language of schooling and thus provide an 
advantage for their children during school years, and others do not know this 
language, which can be a major barrier to the home making a contribution to 
achievement. (p. 61)   
Children of poverty have only spoken 2.5 million words by school age, verses the 4.5 
million words of those with a higher SES (Hattie, 2009).  Hattie claimed that the school-
level SES data are more impactful because they are directly related to the support and 
services schools provide their students of poverty.  Hattie discussed  
the notion of adequacy of funding at the school level—that is, the sufficiency of 
resources for optimal academic achievement rather than equity, which usually 
means smoothing the differential resources at the student or family level but not 
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acknowledging the increased level of problems and issues faced by school 
teaching students from poorer backgrounds. (p. 63)  
Schools might spend allocations equitably, but schools supporting students of poverty are 
often funded similarly to those that do not have high populations of at-risk students.  
Sirin (2005) stated that overall school at-risk percentage had more impact than 
other factors on student achievement.  Sirin claimed, “Although districts with limited 
local funds are compensated within a state, in most cases the outside financial support 
fails to create financial equity between school districts” (p. 445).  Poorer communities 
tend to generate fewer dollars, resulting in reduced resources at the school level and 
sometimes district level.  Whereas Title I and other grants may offer added support for 
schools and districts serving high-poverty populations, they fail to provide the level of 
support necessary to remove barriers to learning.  Sirin also reported, “Many poor 
students come to schools without the social and economic benefits held by many middle- 
to high-SES students” (p. 445).  Further, Sirin challenged policy makers to “aim at 
leveling the playing field” (p. 446) for students of poverty.   
In order to investigate the possibility of confounding, intercorrelations were 
calculated with three variables: model, free or reduced-price lunch status, and assessment 
test scores.  Confounding that involved the variable of TELL survey scores was not 
investigated, since it was not a relevant consideration.  TELL survey means were not 
related to the variables of model and free or reduced-price lunch status. 
 Various test scores and other measurements of variables were available.  For the 
sake of efficiency, three things were done to simplify the analysis.  First, not every 
assessment score was used. Two scores were used from the EOC assessments, English 2 
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and Algebra 2, and two ACT scores were used, Reading and Mathematics.  Second, data 
were restricted to one assessment year, 2011-2012.  This was the earliest year of 
measurement selected for study, and presumably students in the schools would be less 
affected at that time by any differential effects of the two models.  Third, the analysis was 
simplified by using the average of 3 years of free or reduced-price lunch status (i.e., 
2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014).  This was justifiable, because there were not 
great year-to-year fluctuations on this variable, meaning that values from the 3 years were 
highly correlated (Pearson correlations ranged from r = .90 to r = .97). 
 Table 24 shows correlations among the variables of model, free or reduced-price 
lunch percentage, and four assessment outcomes.  The first two rows of correlations are 
relevant to the issue of possible confounding.  Model was correlated with free or reduced-
price lunch status, r = .54, p < .05, and was negatively correlated with all assessment 
outcomes (two at a statistically significant level).  The variable of free or reduced-price 
lunch status was negatively correlated with all assessment outcomes (three at a 
statistically significant level).  There was evidence that free or reduced-price lunch status 
was a potential confounding variable, since it was associated with model, and both of 
these variables were significantly associated with assessment outcomes.  As a 
consequence of the possible confounding effects of free-reduced lunch status, the latter 
variable was controlled in the subsequent tests performed to address the hypotheses. 
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Table 24 
Correlations Among the Variables of Model, Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Percentage, 
and Four Assessment Outcomes (N = 19 Schools) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Modela  — .54* –.41 –.01 –.73
** –.50* 
2. Free or reduced-price lunchb  —    –.72
** –.30 –.91**  –.61** 
3. End-of-Course English 2   —   .45    .68
**   .68** 
4. End-of-Course Algebra 2    — .16  .55
* 
5. ACT Reading     —   .71
** 
6. ACT Mathematics      — 
Note.  Assessment outcomes were measured as the percentage of students in the school 
achieving the levels of Proficient or Distinguished on the test. 
aModel was coded transformational = 0, turnaround = 1. 
bThe 3-year average of percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
Tests of Hypotheses  
EOC Assessments  
A factorial MANCOVA was performed with four EOC assessments as dependent 
variables.  The two independent variables were model, with two levels (transformational 
= 0, turnaround = 1), and TELL survey performance, with two levels (below the median 
= 0, above the median= 1).  The covariate was the 3-year average of percentage of 
students receiving free or reduced-price lunch. 
 The variable of TELL survey and the EOC dependent variables all were measured 
in 2013.  The four content areas tested were English 2, Algebra 2, Biology, and U.S. 
History.  Assessment outcomes were defined as the percentage of students in the school 
achieving the level of Proficient or Distinguished on the test.  Data from the TELL survey 
were missing for one school in the turnaround model group.  As a consequence, the 
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number of schools in the analysis was 18, representing nine transformational schools and 
nine turnaround schools. 
 Table 25 shows a summary of the MANCOVA and univariate ANCOVA.  Using 
the Type I error probability of .05, there were no significant multivariate effects for 
model, TELL survey, or the model-by-TELL interaction.  Univariate results were 
consistent with the multivariate result:  No differences were present.  The adjusted means 
produced by the MANCOVA are presented in Table 26.   
Table 25 
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Covariance for 2013 End-of-Course 
Assessments  
Test 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 Interaction of  
Model X TELL 
F p F p F p 
Multivariate F(4, 10) 2.87 .08  1.01 .45  1.47 .28 
Univariate F(1, 13)         
English 2 3.53 .08  0.19 .67  1.46 .25 
Algebra 2 2.34 .15  1.56 .23  0.65 .43 
U.S. History 1.90 .19  1.51 .24  1.73 .21 
Biology 2.50 .14  0.04 .84  0.03 .87 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Multivariate F ratios are 
Wilks’s approximation of F. Probability values that accompany each F are obtained 
probabilities. 
 As part of the analysis, several assumptions of MANCOVA were tested.  As 
shown by histograms, the shape of distributions of the dependent variables approximated 
the normal distribution. The equality of variance or covariance matrices assumption was 
tested with Box’s M test. Results of the test revealed the assumption was met, Box M = 
26.38, F(10, 478) = 1.45, p = .16. An important assumption of MANCOVA is the 
equality of regression hyperplanes assumption (Stevens, 2009).  This assumption is met 
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when interaction terms involving the covariate and independent variables are not 
statistically significant.  Following the approach taken by Stevens (2009), the assumption 
was tested with the data by pooling all interaction terms involving free or reduced-price 
lunch, model, and TELL survey dichotomy.  The pooled interaction was not statistically 
significant, Wilks’s lambda = .18, F(12, 18.1) = 1.44, p = .24. This indicated that the 
MANCOVA was not biased due to violation of the equality of regression hyperplanes 
assumption. 
Table 26 
Adjusted Means for End of Course Assessments From Factorial Multivariate Analyses of 
Covariance 
Dependent 
variable 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 
Transformation 
model 
 Turnaround  
model 
Trans-
formation 
Turn-
around Low High 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
English 42.69 36.25  38.83 40.11  43.83 41.55  33.84 38.67 
Algebra 2 39.33 24.72  26.94 37.11  30.93 47.72  22.94 26.49 
U.S. History 32.70 41.79  33.80 40.69  25.54 39.87  42.06 41.51 
Biology 24.36 31.60  28.39 27.57  24.43 24.29  32.35 30.85 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Low or high TELL 
scores indicate schools below or above the median, respectively, in purported positive 
leadership behaviors.  Means were adjusted by the covariant percentage of students 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. 
 
ACT Assessments  
A factorial MANCOVA was performed with four ACT assessments as dependent 
variables.  As with the EOC analysis, the two independent variables were model and 
TELL survey performance, and the covariate was free or reduced-price lunch percentage. 
The variable of TELL survey and the ACT dependent variables all were measured in 
2013.  The four ACT tests were Reading, English, Mathematics, and Science.  Data on 
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the TELL survey were missing for one school in the turnaround model group, so the 
number of schools in the analysis was 18, representing nine transformational schools and 
nine turnaround schools. 
 Table 27 shows a summary of the MANCOVA and univariate ANCOVA.  Using 
the Type I error probability of .05, there were no significant multivariate effects for 
model, TELL survey, or the model-by-TELL interaction.  However, the main effect for 
model was significant at a Type I error probability of .07.  Furthermore, the eta square 
statistic for this multivariate effect was .57, indicating a large effect size.  Therefore, the 
main effect of model was examined for univariate effects.  Univariate ANCOVA 
comparisons revealed two dependent variables with relatively low obtained probability 
values: ACT Reading and ACT Science.  Of these, Reading had a p value of .01. 
Table 27 
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Covariance for 2013 ACT Assessments  
Test 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 Interaction of  
Model X TELL 
F p F p F p 
Multivariate F(4, 10) 3.28 .06  0.32 .86  0.17 95 
Univariate F(1, 13)         
Reading 9.84 .01  0.21 .65  0.13 .73 
English 2.96 .11  0.03 .86  0.01 .99 
Math 1.72 .21  0.14 .71  0.09 .77 
Science 3.61 .08  0.98 .34  0.09 .76 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Multivariate F ratios are 
Wilks’s approximation of F. Probability values that accompany each F are obtained 
probabilities. 
Table 28 shows adjusted means produced by the MANCOVA.  As can be seen in 
the first two data columns, the means for the transformational schools always exceeded 
the means of turnaround schools.  The transformational mean in reading (M = 17.75) 
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significantly exceeded the mean of the turnaround schools (M =16.52), F(1, 13) = 9.84, p 
= .01.  The partial eta square was .43, indicating a large effect size.  
Table 28 
Adjusted Means for ACT Assessments From Factorial Multivariate Analyses of 
Covariance 
Dependent 
variable 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 
Transformation 
model 
 Turnaround  
model 
Trans-
formation 
Turn-
around Low High 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
Reading 17.75 16.52  17.05 17.21  17.61 17.88  16.50 16.34 
English 16.12 15.22  15.63 15.71  16.08 16.16  15.18 15.27 
Math 17.37 16.85  17.05 17.18  17.26 17.48  16.84 16.87 
Science 17.85 17.15  17.35 17.66  17.74 17.96  16.95 17.35 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Low or high TELL 
scores indicate schools below or above the median, respectively, in purported positive 
leadership behaviors.  Means were adjusted by the covariate percentage of students 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. 
 
The testable assumptions of MANCOVA were examined.  As shown by 
histograms, the shape of distributions of the dependent variables approximated the 
normal distribution.  The equality of variance/covariance matrices assumption was tested 
with Box’s M test. Results of the test revealed that the assumption was not met, Box’s M 
= 45.19, F(10, 478) = 2.48, p = .007. However, using p = .05 as a criterion, Levene’s test 
of equality of variances was met for all four of the dependent variables.  It was judged 
that the Box’s test violation was not a serious issue. 
  The pooled interaction involving free or reduced-price lunch, model, and TELL 
survey dichotomy was not statistically significant, Wilks’s lambda = .14, F(12, 18.1) = 
1.71, p = .14.  This indicated that the MANCOVA was not biased due to violation of the 
equality of regression hyperplanes assumption. 
 187 
Additional Hypothesis Testing Relevant to the Research Questions 
 The previous hypothesis testing addressed the research questions by analyzing 
data from all students in the school.  However, percentage of students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch was introduced as a necessary control variable due to its status as a 
potential confound.  However, another, more direct approach to hypothesis testing was 
available.  This was accomplished by analyzing data from only students who were at risk 
due to their SES, to analyze data that came from students who were eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch.  There were two benefits to this approach.  First, it then would be 
unnecessary to introduce a control for free or reduced-price lunch, as the variable was 
held constant for all students.  A MANOVA could be performed rather than a 
MANCOVA, as there would be no need for a control variable of free or reduced-price 
lunch.  Second, the analysis would focus precisely on those students likely to be in most 
need of academic assistance—presumably those for whom the benefits of school 
reorganization would be the most important. 
 EOC assessments for students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.  A 
factorial MANOVA was performed with four EOC assessments as dependent variables.  
As with the previously described EOC analysis, the two independent variables were 
model and TELL survey performance.  The variable of TELL survey and the EOC 
dependent variables were measured in 2013 for those students classified as eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch.  The four EOC tests were in English, Algebra, U.S. History, 
and Biology.  The number of schools in the analysis was 18, representing nine 
transformational schools and nine turnaround schools. 
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 Table 29 shows a summary of the MANOVA and univariate ANOVA.  Using the 
Type I error probability of .05, there was a significant multivariate effect for model.  The 
eta square statistic for this multivariate effect was .68, indicating a large effect size. 
Univariate ANOVA comparisons revealed a dependent variable that was statistically 
significant:  EOC English. 
Table 29 
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for 2013 End-of-Course Assessments 
of Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch 
Test 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 Interaction of  
Model X TELL 
F p F p F p 
Multivariate F(4, 11) 5.79   .01  0.91 .49  1.72 .22 
Univariate F(1, 14)         
English 2 17.67 < .01  3.11 .10  4.11 0.6 
Algebra 2 1.82   .20  0.11 .75  0.03 .87 
U.S. History 1.40   .26  0.41 .53  4.66 .05 
Biology 0.22   .65  0.58 .46  0.78 .39 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Multivariate F ratios are 
Wilks’s approximation of F. Probability values that accompany each F are obtained 
probabilities. 
Table 30 shows means produced by the MANOVA.  The mean for EOC English 
for the transformational schools (M = 41.37) significantly exceeded the mean of the 
turnaround schools (M = 28.88), F(1, 13) = 17.67, p < .01.  The partial eta square was 
.56, indicating a large effect size.  Figure 5 is a graphic portrayal of this difference. 
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Table 30 
Means From Factorial Multivariate Analyses of Variance for 2013 End-of-Course 
Assessments of Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch 
Dependent 
variable 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 
Transformation 
model 
 Turnaround  
model 
Trans-
formation 
Turn-
around Low High 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
English 41.37 28.88  32.50 37.74  35.73 47.00  29.27 28.48 
Algebra 2 37.37 25.66  30.08 32.94  35.23 39.50  24.93 26.38 
U.S. History 44.78 38.45  39.89 43.33  37.28 52.27  42.50 34.40 
Biology 25.18 23.44  22.88 25.74  22.10 28.27  23.67 23.22 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Low or high TELL 
scores indicate schools below or above the median, respectively, in purported positive 
leadership behaviors.   
Two assumptions of MANOVA were tested.  As shown by histograms, the shape 
of distributions of the dependent variables approximated the normal distribution. The 
equality of variance/covariance matrices assumption was tested with Box’s M test. 
Results of the test revealed that the assumption was met, Box’s M = 24.16, F(10, 478) = 
1.33, p = .21. 
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Figure 5.  Mean scores on the End-of-Course (EOC) English exam for students receiving 
free or reduced-price (FR) lunch, 2013. 
ACT assessments.  A factorial MANOVA was performed with four ACT 
assessments as dependent variables.  As with the EOC analysis above, the two 
independent variables were model and TELL survey performance.  The variable of TELL 
survey and the ACT dependent variables were measured in 2013.  The four ACT tests 
were Reading, English, Mathematics, and Science.  The number of schools in the analysis 
was 18, representing nine transformational schools and nine turnaround schools. 
 Table 31 shows a summary of the MANOVA and univariate ANOVA.  Using the 
Type I error probability of .05, there was a significant multivariate main effect for model 
(p < .01) with a large effect size (partial eta square statistic = .78).  Each of the four 
dependent variables was statistically significant at .01 or smaller, with effect sizes 
ranging from .42 to .77, all of which could be classified as large.   
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Table 31 
Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for 2013 ACT Assessments of Students 
Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch 
Test 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 Interaction of  
Model X TELL 
F p F p F p 
Multivariate F(4, 11)   9.63 < .01  1.95 .17  0.96 .47 
Univariate F(1, 14)         
Reading 46.63 < .01  6.81 .02  3.78 .07 
English 23.00 < .01  5.85 .03  0.23 .64 
Math   9.92    .01  3.97 .07  2.06 .17 
Science 21.11 < .01  3.88 .07  0.91 .36 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Multivariate F ratios are 
Wilks’s approximation of F. Probability values that accompany each F are obtained 
probabilities. 
As shown in Table 31, when comparing the two models, the largest means for all 
variables were in the transformational model group.  For example, in the area of ACT 
Reading, the mean of the transformational group (M = 17.88) exceeded the mean of the 
turnaround group (M = 15.83) by over 2 points on the ACT scale (see Table 32).  Figure 
6 shows a diagram that compares means for the two models. 
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Table 32 
Means From Factorial Multivariate Analyses of Variance for 2013 ACT Assessments of 
Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch 
Dependent 
variable 
Model 
 
TELL survey 
 
Transformation 
model 
 Turnaround  
model 
Trans-
formation 
Turn-
around Low High 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
TELL 
low 
TELL 
high 
Reading 17.88 15.83  16.47 17.25  17.20 18.57  15.73 15.93 
English  16.26 14.24  14.74 15.76  15.65 16.87  13.83 14.65 
Math 17.67 16.44  16.67 17.44  17.00 18.33  16.33 16.55 
Science 17.79 16.51  16.88 17.43  17.38 18.20  16.37 16.65 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.  Low or high TELL 
scores indicate schools below or above the median, respectively, in purported positive 
leadership behaviors.   
 At p = .05, there was no statistically significant multivariate main effect of the 
TELL survey.  However, the multivariate effect size (partial eta squared) was .41. In 
addition, univariate testing revealed two dependent variables that were statistically 
significant at p < .05: ACT Reading and English.  In both cases (as can be seen in Table 
32), the mean of the high-TELL survey group (those schools above the median in 
purported positive leadership behaviors) had higher scores than the schools in the low-
TELL survey group (those below the median in leadership behaviors). 
Two assumptions of MANOVA were tested.  As shown by histograms, the shape 
of distributions of the dependent variables approximated the normal distribution. The 
equality of variance/covariance matrices assumption was tested with Box’s M test. 
Results of the test (Box M = 24.16, F(10, 478) = 1.33, p = .21) revealed that the 
assumption was met. 
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Figure 6.  Mean ACT scores of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch. 
Summary of Results 
 Three research questions were investigated in this study.  The first question dealt 
with possible differences between the academic performances of students in schools 
using two models of school reorganization: the transformational model and the 
turnaround model.  The second question dealt with the possible differences between 
schools that were classified as having relatively high ratings for the effectiveness of 
school leaders versus schools that were relatively low in leadership ratings.  Leadership 
effectiveness was measured with the TELL survey of teachers.  The third research 
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question investigated whether there were combined effects of school model and TELL-
measured leadership.  All variables were measured in 2013. 
A possible confounding variable was SES, because it was markedly lower in the 
turnaround model schools.  As a consequence, free or reduced-price lunch status (an 
indirect measure of SES) was statistically controlled.  Two factorial MANCOVA were 
performed with two sets of dependent variables: (a) four EOC assessments and (b) four 
ACT tests.  In each MANCOVA, the two independent variables were model, with two 
levels (transformation = 0, turnaround = 1), and TELL survey performance, with two 
levels (below the median = 0, above the median = 1).  The covariate was the 3-year 
average of percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. 
To further probe the research questions, two additional analyses were performed.  
These were similar to the two MANCOVA reported above.  They differed as follows. 
The test score data came from students who were most at risk, those who were eligible 
for free or reduced-price lunch.  In addition, no control variable was used.  The analyses 
were MANOVA, with school model and TELL survey dichotomy as the independent 
variables.  The two MANCOVA and the two MANOVA each yielded three sources of 
variance that were parallel to the three research questions that were posed:  questions 
pertaining to the main effect of model, the main effect of TELL survey, and the 
interaction of model and TELL survey. 
 Regarding the EOC measures, one significant effect was found.  For students who 
were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, the mean of EOC English test scores was 
higher for transformational model schools than turnaround schools.  No significant 
effects were found for the EOC tests of Algebra, U.S. History, and Biology. 
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 The ACT data yielded several significant findings.  The strongest of these 
involved the main effect of the variable model.  Based on the MANOVA of data from 
students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, transformation model schools had higher 
means on all ACT tests: Reading, English, Math, and Science.  There was some evidence 
(based on univariate comparisons) that ACT Reading scores generated by all students in 
the school were higher in transformation schools than turnaround schools.  There was 
some evidence (based on univariate comparisons) that ACT Reading and English scores 
were higher in schools above the median on the TELL leadership survey than schools 
below the median on TELL. 
 Table 33 presents a summary of the results.  The three columns represent the three 
sources of variance in each MANCOVA, MANOVA, and univariate test.  These were the 
main effect of model, the main effect of TELL, and the interaction of model and TELL. 
The rows of Table 33 show the eight dependent variables that were analyzed. 
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Table 33 
General Summary of Results of Multivariate Analyses of Covariance and Multivariate 
Analyses of Variance 
Dependent 
variable 
Difference in achievement between 
transformation and turnaround 
models (averaged across low-TELL 
and high-TELL schools) 
Differences in 
achievement 
between low-TELL 
and high-TELL 
schools (averaged 
across school 
models) 
Changes in the 
difference between 
models when comparing 
low-TELL and high-
TELL schools 
(interaction of school 
model and TELL 
performance) 
EOC    
English Score of transformation model 
higher than turnaround model for 
students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
No difference No difference 
Algebra No difference No difference No difference 
History No difference No difference No difference 
Biology No difference No difference No difference 
ACT    
Reading Some evidence score of 
transformation model higher than 
turnaround model for all students, 
(with lunch status controlled). 
 
Score of transformation model 
higher than turnaround model for 
students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch  
Some evidence that 
high-TELL schools 
exceeded low-TELL 
schools for students 
eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
No difference 
English Score of transformation model 
higher than turnaround model for 
students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
Some evidence that 
high-TELL schools 
exceeded low-TELL 
schools for students 
eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
No difference 
Math Score of transformation model 
higher than turnaround model for 
students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
No difference No difference 
Science Score of transformation model 
higher than turnaround model for 
students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch 
No difference No difference 
Note.  TELL = Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning.    
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Overview of Findings 
 Three research questions were investigated in this study: 
1.  What impact does the selected federal intervention model (turnaround and 
transformation) have on student achievement in the Kentucky priority schools 
where they were implemented, as measured by 2013 ACT English, ACT 
Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, 
EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. History? 
2.  What impact does certified staff perception of school leadership have on 
student achievement in Kentucky priority schools as measured by the 2013 
TELL Kentucky survey data?  
3.  What is the combined impact of federal intervention model and certified staff 
perception of leadership on student achievement in Kentucky priority schools, 
as measured by 2013 ACT English, ACT Reading, ACT Mathematics, ACT 
Science, EOC English 10, EOC Algebra 2, EOC Biology, and EOC U.S. 
History and by 2013 TELL Kentucky Survey data?  
As mentioned in the previous chapter, one significant effect was found regarding 
EOC assessments.  For students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, the 
mean of EOC English test scores was higher for transformation model schools than 
turnaround schools.   
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 The ACT data yielded multiple significant findings.  Students eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch at transformation model schools had higher means on all ACT tests:  
Reading, English, Math, and Science. There was some evidence that ACT Reading scores 
generated by all students in the school were higher in transformation schools than 
turnaround schools.  There was some evidence that ACT Reading and English scores 
were higher in schools above the median on the TELL leadership survey than schools 
below the median on TELL. 
Conclusion 
 Students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in the transformation model 
schools had higher scores on all four ACT tests than those in the turnaround model 
schools.  The same differences were evident in the year previous to 2013.  After 
performing the multiple analyses, it is doubtful that these results can be attributed to 
model.  More likely is the impact of regional and cultural differences among 
impoverished communities.  Further, the transformation schools in the study were 
predominantly rural communities with moderate at-risk enrollment as compared to the 
high-poverty, urban, and racially diverse turnaround schools.  Further, homeless students 
and English language learners tended to be more prevalent in the turnaround schools.   
 The ACT test is a nationally norm-referenced test.  Students who perform at high 
levels on this assessment depend much on their inherent academic ability.  Although 
students can practice test-taking skills and review major math concepts, much of the 
capacity to score highly derives from vocabulary awareness, endurance, inference, and 
analysis skills. Students with less exposure to complex language, academic endurance, 
and problem solving are at an immediate disadvantage.  It is also possible that district and 
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school preparation programs are more effective in the locations identified as 
transformation schools.   
ACT results regarding the high-TELL schools are again difficult to attribute to 
leadership perception.  Although positive culture and an effective leader would be 
expected to positively impact achievement, literacy is the only subject that had significant 
results.  Further, the high-TELL schools were not equally distributed across the two 
models, rendering it difficult to draw any conclusions connected to perception of 
leadership and model.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Limitations 
 Although attempts were made to control for possible confounding variables such 
as SES, as measured by participation in the free or reduced-price lunch program, and 
ethnicity, many variables could not be controlled.  The study’s main variable of interest, 
school reform model, with the two levels of transformation and turnaround, is 
confounded with several other variables.  Three confounding variables of interest that 
complicate interpretation and pose threats to the internal validity of this study are 
geographic setting, district-level effects, and cohort effects. 
 First, geographic setting is a confounding variable likely to have influenced the 
data of the study.  The two groups in the study, turnaround schools and transformation 
schools, not only represent different models of school reorganization but also depict two 
distinct geographical areas.  All 10 of the turnaround schools are classified as urban or 
suburban schools and are located in the largest urban area of the state.  Conversely, the 
majority of the transformation schools, at least 7 of the 9, are located in rural locations of 
the state. 
 Second, district-level effects likely influenced the data of the study.  Each of the 
nine transformation schools is housed in a different, distinct district.  Conversely, all 10 
turnaround schools are located in the same school district, JCPS.  Any district-level 
intervention or curriculum reform instituted by JCPS impacted over half of the schools in 
the study.  The impact of district oversight, support, and policy in JCPS clearly had a 
massive and consistent impact on the turnaround schools, whereas the varied practices 
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and supports across the nine transformation districts would be less detectable.  Research 
has confirmed the critical role that school districts play in influencing the quality of 
implementation and sustainment of external reforms (Rorrer et al., 2008; Sanders, 2012).  
District-level effects must be considered in addition to implementation model when 
interpreting student performance results. 
 A third confounding variable of consideration is cohort effects.  Different groups 
of students are being assessed each year.  Cohort effects contribute to the fluctuation of 
scores from year to year.  In any given year, despite any other variables, the cohort of 
students being tested may be higher performing, or lower performing, than previous 
cohorts.  Cohort effects may partially account for low or high student performance 
results.     
 An additional limitation of the study centers on the fidelity of implementation of 
the chosen intervention models.  This study assumed that the requirements of the 
transformation or turnaround model were followed.  The study lacked analysis of fidelity 
of the intervention model design.  Researchers are provided with an additional control 
variable through the measurement of implementation levels (O’Donnell, 2008).  The 
schools in the study were assigned as either transformation or turnaround schools, but 
implementation levels of the chosen intervention models were not quantified.  For 
example, no distinction was made between schools that employed the turnaround model 
without replacing the building’s principal and turnaround schools that tightly followed 
the model’s definition by adhering to all stated requirements. 
 A final limitation is the lack of a control group in the study.  All 19 schools in the 
study were designated as persistently lowest achieving in the state and subjected to the 
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accountability, scrutiny, and sanctions of the persistently low-achieving label.  Without a 
control group of schools without the persistently low-achieving status with student 
performance data and school demographics that closely resembled those in the study, 
critics may attribute the increases in student achievement more to schools’ persistently 
low-achieving designation than chosen intervention model.  Were student performance 
gains the result of the transformation or turnaround model or simply a product of the 
urgency created by the persistently low-achieving designation for educators in those 
buildings to demand and expect more from their students and staff?  Further, once 
identified, beyond urgency and monitoring, schools are often given additional resources.  
State-identified persistently low-achieving schools receive support personnel and often 
additional funding.  These schools are all required to participate in a process of 
continuous improvement, progress monitored on a monthly basis.  Professional 
development for teachers and leadership is increased, and typically schools are given 
some relief with staffing and contract barriers.  Ultimately, one could question the 
external validity of the study and assume the increased scrutiny, higher levels of 
accountability, forced attention to improvement planning, and added resources explain 
increased student achievement results, not the selected model. 
Implications for Policy, Practice, and Future Research 
 Future research on the transformation and turnaround models should include 
examining the direct effect of each model on classroom instruction through data analysis, 
case studies of classrooms using observational methods, and stakeholder interviews.  A 
logic model should be developed for each model explaining how school processes affect 
outcomes.  Subsequent data analysis should control for model implementation fidelity 
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and provide a deeper examination of the distinct requirements of the transformation and 
turnaround models.  Determinations can be made with regard to the relationship of the 
model requirements to one another and their impact on student achievement.  
Observational data from classrooms and interactions between principals and teachers and 
teachers with one another as they function in their learning communities also should be 
analyzed.  The mixed-methods research proposed above will provide both policy makers 
and practitioners with a critical analysis of implementation of the transformation and 
turnaround models and their effects on classroom instruction and student achievement.    
 Results of the given study favored the turnaround model on some assessment 
measures and the transformation model on others.  One model did not establish clear 
superiority over another.  Implications of these results call attention to the need for large 
numbers of not only schools but also students in future research.  Additional research 
should analyze student-level data, individual student test scores, in lieu of school-wide 
averages and drill down the data, disaggregating the data by diverse student subgroups in 
an effort to identify which practices are most conducive to the needs of students in 
subpopulations such as English language learners, students with disabilities, or homeless 
students (Kutash et al., 2010).  Researchers should examine which variables, especially 
those identified classroom instructional behaviors, predict student assessment scores.   
 A final implication for policy, practice, and future research centers on 
sustainability.  Educators across the nation seek not just to improve the lowest performing 
schools but also to sustain their improvement.  Because, historically, reforms rarely 
produce lasting effects over long periods of time, little research exists on the 
sustainability of reforms (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).  Future research should study 
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turnaround and transformation schools after several years of identification.  One could 
analyze the fidelity at which the requirements of the models are being implemented 3, 5, 
or 10 years after implementation in an effort to identify the lasting effects of turnaround 
and transformation intervention models.    
It is also essential that future researchers consider the impact of poverty on 
student learning.  Schools identified in the state of Kentucky as persistently low 
achieving have at-risk enrollments ranging from 56.6% to 91.4% of students eligible for 
free or reduced-price lunch.  While capacity exists for all students served across the 
nation, the time necessary to demonstrate proficiency increases with the added learning 
barriers and personal challenges associated with poverty.  Students of poverty can meet 
benchmarks and exceed them; the challenge is accomplishing those mandates in the state-
designated time frame or in the same time as their same-age peers who are high SES. 
 As administrators in Jefferson County’s persistently lowest achieving schools, 
finding explanations for increased student achievement is vital to the sustained success of 
redesign initiatives.  Although results did not indicate significant results for leadership 
perception, previous research has said otherwise.  As leaders driving redesign work, it is 
apparent the capacity of the building leader can make or break success. Brady (2003) 
claimed, 
Policymakers faced with failing schools should not be paralyzed by the number of 
intervention strategies that may lie at their disposal. Rather, they should know that 
the specific strategy they select is less important than the right mix of people, 
energy, and timing. They should also resist urgings to pass judgment too fast, as it 
may be several years before even a successful intervention shows results. (p. vii) 
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 Our findings would suggest it is less about the model, and more about the change 
agents in the schools.  The principal is a key player, but mobilizing a team of teacher 
leaders, designing collaborative teams, providing clear vision, and designing a strategic 
plan for continuous improvement are the pillars that promote and support organizational 
change and success.  Fullan (2006) stated, “We need to instead draw more perspective on 
what motivates people to engage in change, and what mechanisms and dynamics 
represent change forces commensurate with the transformation required” (p. 2).  Kowal et 
al. defined turnaround as “a quick, dramatic, and sustained change driven by a highly 
capable leader” (p. 1).  Steiner and Hassel (2011) emphasized the crucial role principal 
selection plays for districts in need of a turnaround leader.  They called for a less 
traditional approach, relying less on education and years of experience and more on 
characteristics of an effective leader in this specialized setting.  Organizational change 
theory, educational leadership and effective leadership research all support the 
importance of effective leadership.   
We contend quality leadership far outweighs the model selected.  Research has 
supported the claim that districts should focus efforts on the recruitment and growth of 
effective change leaders.  Kowal et al. (2009) listed drive, results orientation, motivation, 
distributive leadership, data analysis, prescription of interventions, and confidence as 
critical characteristics of a turnaround leader.  Further, the district must offer leaders 
increased autonomy for decision making, staffing, and operations.  Districts must create a 
gray area allowing turnaround principals to deviate from tradition, district policy, union 
contracts, and staffing procedures where necessary.  It is about not only the leader but 
also the district providing healthy conditions for success.   
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APPENDIX A 
REQUIREMENTS OF TURNAROUND AND TRANSFORMATION 
INTERVENTION MODELS 
 
Note. LEA = local education agency. SEA = state education agency. Adapted from 
Evaluation of Michigan’s 1003(g) School Improvement Grants, by SIG Model 
Requirements (p. 5), by J. C. Bojorquez, J. Rice, J. Hipps, and J. Li, 2012, retrieved from 
http://www.wested.org/online_pubs/resource1224.pdf 
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APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHICS OF KENTUCKY’S COHORT 1 & 2 PRIORITY HIGH SCHOOLS 
 
High school (HS) name District Cohort 
% eligible 
for free or 
reduced-
price lunch 
4-year 
graduation 
rate % minority 
Transformation schools      
Caverna HS Caverna Ind. 1 76.3 80.4 22.7 
Lawrence County HS Lawrence 1 67.8 94.7   1.7 
Leslie County HS Leslie 1 65.8 99.1   1.0 
Metcalfe County HS Metcalfe 1 67.0 84.5   3.3 
East Carter HS Carter 2 56.6 98.5   2.7 
Christian County HS Christian 2 74.2 86.6 45.2 
Greenup HS Greenup 2 59.3 92.1   2.4 
Sheldon Clark HS Martin 2 70.4 89.8   0.5 
Newport HS Newport Ind. 2 82.5 85.8 31.1 
Turnaround schools      
Fern Creek HS Jefferson 1 63.9 84.9 51.9 
Shawnee HS Jefferson 1 89.3 71.2 53.8 
Valley HS Jefferson 1 82.2 71.8 40.4 
Western HS Jefferson 1 86.2 76.7 76.5 
Iroquois HS Jefferson 2 91.4 69.5 68.7 
Doss HS Jefferson 2 83.6 86.2 60.7 
Southern HS Jefferson 2 75.3 84.0 44.0 
Waggener HS Jefferson 2 77.1 83.9 62.5 
Seneca HS Jefferson 2 74.8 84.9 58.3 
Fairdale HS Jefferson 2 77.3 87.2 38.0 
Note. Minority = all non-White students including African American, Hispanic, Asian, 
American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and two or more races. Data retrieved from 2013-14 
Kentucky School Report Cards. 
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APPENDIX C 
HIGH SCHOOL PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR NEXT-GENERATION 
SCHOOLS LEARNERS 
Performance measure Indicators 
Achievement (20%) % of students scoring Proficient or Distinguished on  
 EOC tests in English II, Algebra II, Biology, and U.S. 
History; and 
 on-demand writing tests in Grades 10 and 11 
 
Gap (20%) % of gap group scoring Proficient or Distinguished on  
 EOC tests in English II, Algebra II, Biology, and U.S. 
History; and 
 on-demand writing tests in Grades 10 and 11 
 
Growth (20%) % of students showing growth from Grade 10 ACT PLAN to 
Grade 11 ACT in Reading and Mathematics 
 
College and Career 
Readiness (20%) 
 % of students college ready as measured by ACT, ACT 
Compass, and Kentucky Online Testing 
 % of students career ready as measured by ACT Work Keys, 
Armed Forces Vocational Aptitude Battery, Kentucky 
Occupational Skills Standards Assessment, and industry 
certifications. 
 
Graduate Rate (20%) Averaged ninth-grade graduate rate cohort model 
Note. Adapted from Unbridled Learning Accountability Model (With Focus on the Next-
Generation Learners Component), by Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b, 
retrieved from http://education.ky.gov/comm/ul/documents/white%20paper%20062612 
%20final.pdf 
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APPENDIX D 
ACT DESCRIPTION, INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL RELIABILITY, AND 
VALIDITY  
 The ACT is a comprehensive system of data collection consisting of both an 
objective assessment component in the subjects of English, mathematics, reading, and 
science and a career- and education-planning component.  The ACT is a norm-referenced 
assessment that scores students along a common scale from 1–36 and provides 
information about how well their performance compares to other students.  The ACT is 
designed to determine how adeptly, and under time constraints, students can perform 
college-level work, such as their ability to make inferences, evaluate ideas, and solve 
problems (ACT, 2014b).  Typically, the ACT is given shortly before students begin 
postsecondary education during the junior or senior year of high school.  
The purposes of the ACT are vast, but the test primarily serves to assist high 
school students in gaining college admission and developing postsecondary plans and 
aids postsecondary institutions in meeting the needs of their incoming students (ACT, 
2014b).  In addition to the uses by students and colleges, many states, like Kentucky, 
include student ACT scores in their statewide accountability and assessment systems.  
Kentucky high school students take the ACT in the spring of their 11th-grade year.  In 
Kentucky’s Unbridled Learning accountability model, student performance on the ACT 
is factored into both the growth performance measure and the college-and career-
readiness measure. The growth performance measure awards points for the percentage of 
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students showing growth in reading and mathematics from the ACT PLAN taken in 
Grade 10 to the ACT taken in Grade 11, and the college- and career-readiness measure 
awards points for the percentage of students achieving college- and career-readiness 
benchmarks as established by the ACT (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b).  
The growth and college- and career-readiness performance measures each account for 
20%, combining for 40% of a Kentucky high school’s overall accountability score under 
the state’s Unbridled Learning model (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b).   
The ACT contains four multiple-choice tests: (a) a 75-item, 45-minute English 
test measuring conventions and rhetorical skills; (b) a 60-item, 60-minute math test 
assessing mathematical reasoning skills; (c) a 40-item, 35-minute reading test measuring 
referring, reasoning, and reading comprehension skills; and (d) a 40-item, 35-minute 
science test assessing interpretation, analysis, and problem-solving skills required in the 
natural sciences (ACT, 2014b).  Scoring is based on the number of correct responses, or 
raw scores, on each of the four multiple-choice tests, which are converted to a scale score 
ranging from 1–36. 
In The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American 
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National 
Council on Measurement in Education, 1999), validity was defined as “the degree to 
which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed 
uses of tests” (p. 9).  In other words, validity refers to how well a test actually measures 
what it is supposed to measure.  The five most common uses of the ACT are (a) 
“measuring college-bound students’ educational achievement in particular subject areas,” 
(b) “making college admissions decisions,” (c) “making college course placement 
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decisions,” (d) “evaluating the effectiveness of high school college-preparatory 
programs,” and (e) “evaluating students’ probable success in the first year of college and 
beyond” (ACT, 2014b, p. 64).  The first interpretation of the ACT described above as a 
measurement of students’ educational achievement in specific subject areas is most 
relevant to this study, and the discussion of validity focuses on the ACT’s proper use as a 
measure of academic achievement.   
The argument for ACT scores as valid measurements of educational achievement 
begins with the tasks presented in the tests.  In an effort to present scholastic tasks that 
accurately measure students’ problem-solving skills and content-area knowledge, ACT 
items are intricately structured, broad in scope, and relevant (ACT, 2014b).   Because 
ACT test items are focused on major areas of college and high school instructional 
programs, ACT scores are directly related to educational progress (ACT, 2014b).  The 
standardization of ACT scores—having the same test forms, same test dates, and same 
meaning for all students—is also critical to their appropriate use as measures of academic 
achievement.    
An ongoing assessment of the content validity of the tests occurs during the 
development process of ACT test items.  The test development cycle required to produce 
each new form of the four multiple-choice tests takes as long as 2.5 years and involves a 
preliminary review to ensure accuracy and fairness by ACT staff and an external review 
by content and fairness experts consisting of high school teachers, curriculum specialists, 
university faculty, and experts in diverse areas of education, representing a variety of 
genders and ethnic backgrounds (ACT, 2014b).  The results of the reviews are 
summarized and reviewed, and appropriate revisions are made.  Before any single test 
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item appears on the ACT, it has undergone at least 16 independent reviews.  Curriculum 
study is ongoing with curricula in each of the four content areas being reviewed 
periodically through analysis of tests, curriculum guides, and national standards and 
consultations with content experts in an effort to ensure test content is representative of 
current high school and college curricula (ACT, 2014b). 
Reliability refers to the degree to which a test produces reliable, stable, and 
consistent results.  The ACT follows the guidelines of The Standards for Educational and 
Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association, American 
Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 1999) and 
conducts periodic checks on the stability of ACT scores.  The reliability data discussed 
here come from six 2,000-person samples from the six national ACT test dates in the 
2011-12 testing year.  The potential for error or inconsistency is present in any 
measurement due to differences either with regard to the examinee or the testing context, 
or those resulting from inferring level of skill from a small number of items (ACT, 
2014b).  Consistency of test scores is represented by reliability coefficients, estimates 
ranging from zero to one, with values closest to one indicating greater consistency.  The 
technical manual for the ACT (2014b) provided the scale score reliability for the six 
national ACT administrations in 2011-12.  The reliability coefficients in each of the four 
test subject areas were English, r = .92; mathematics, r = .91; reading, r = .88; and 
science, r = .83.   
The SEM is used to represent the amount of error or inconsistency on a test.  
ACT’s 1–36 scale score was developed to have constant SEM for all true scale scores 
(ACT, 2014b).  In other words, the SEM for any ACT score is approximately the same 
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for low-scoring and high-scoring examinees.  The 2014 ACT technical manual provided 
the average SEM for the six national ACT administrations in 2011-12 as English, 1.72; 
mathematics, 1.50; reading, 2.09; and science, 2.06.  Scale score average SEM was 
estimated using a four-parameter beta compound binomial model (Kolen, Hanson, & 
Brennan, as cited in ACT, 2014b).     
ACT endorses the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education, a document 
outlining the responsibilities of those who develop, administer, and use educational tests 
and test data (ACT, 2014b).  The code establishes four areas of fairness criteria: (a) 
“developing and selecting appropriate tests,” (b) “administering and scoring tests,” (c) 
“reporting and interpreting test results,” and (d) “informing test takers” (ACT, 2014b, p. 
1).  ACT regularly conducts research and routinely reviews its testing program as a 
means of ensuring adherence to the code and maintaining the validity and reliability of its 
assessment system.  To date, results have indicated a technically sound, reasonably stable 
program. 
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APPENDIX E 
EOC EXAMS: DESCRIPTION, INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL RELIABILITY, AND 
VALIDITY 
In 2009, the Kentucky General Assembly required a new accountability system 
called Unbridled Learning: College/Career-Readiness for All, to begin in the 2011-12 
school year (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b).  The new assessment program 
included an EOC assessment program at the high school level.  The EOC exams serve as 
reliable assessments for high school students to gauge their readiness for college and 
work and inform administrators of course quality and consistency across classrooms and 
buildings.  Student EOC scores dually serve as a significant portion of Kentucky’s 
statewide assessment and accountability program.   
Under the Unbridled Learning model, Kentucky high school students are required 
to take EOC exams at the conclusion of coursework in English II, Algebra II, Biology, 
and U.S. History.  Student performance on EOC exams is factored into both the 
achievement and gap performance measures. The achievement measure awards points for 
percentage of students scoring Proficient or Distinguished on each of the four EOC 
exams, and the gap performance measure awards points for the percentage of students in 
the gap groups (ethnicity, special education, poverty, limited English proficiency) scoring 
Proficient or Distinguished on each of the four EOC exams (Kentucky Department of 
Education, 2012b).  The achievement and gap performance measures each account for 
20%, combining for 40% of a Kentucky high school’s overall accountability score under 
the state’s Unbridled Learning model (Kentucky Department of Education, 2012b).   
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ACT, Inc. was awarded the contract to provide the EOC assessments in Kentucky 
through a procurement process.  The EOC exams are included within the ACT’s 
QualityCore program, a research-based system of resources, formative items, and 
summative assessments intended to help schools prepare all students for college and 
career (ACT, 2014a).  Each of the four EOC exams administered in Kentucky consists of 
two components with 35–38 multiple-choice items each.  Students are given 45 minutes 
of testing time for each component, and generally complete one full EOC assessment 
during a single 90-minute time block (ACT, 2014a).  The number of correct responses, or 
raw scores, on each of the multiple-choice tests is converted through statistical equating 
procedures to a QualityCore scale score ranging from 125–175 (ACT, 2014a).  
ACT (2014a) stated the purpose of QualityCore is “to raise the overall quality of 
high school core courses” and “to help more students be ready for college and work after 
high school” (p. 2).  In an effort to ensure EOC exams were indeed valid measures of 
course quality and postsecondary readiness, ACT collaborated with The Education Trust 
on a 2003 study (On Course for Success) of high-minority, high-poverty, high-
performing schools.  The study identified the courses, challenge level, and instructional 
practices conducive to postsecondary success.  These results guided the formation of the 
rigorous, empirically based ACT Course Standards, the foundation of the EOC 
assessments (ACT, 2014a).  
The ACT Course Standards underwent a validity study in the spring of 2005.  The 
standards were sent to a panel of content experts and high school teachers.  Content 
experts were instructed to indicate (a) no change necessary, (b) revision needed, or (c) 
delete for each standard.  High school teachers were instructed to indicate each standard 
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as (a) essential or (b) optional.  Results from surveyed teachers and content experts were 
compiled, and decisions regarding which standards to keep, revise, or omit were made.    
Every item on each EOC assessment is coded to a particular ACT standard and is 
assigned a depth-of-knowledge level. Every item then undergoes a rigorous internal and 
external review process to ensure the item is free of error, clearly articulated, 
representative of the standard it is assigned to address, and free of discriminatory content 
(ACT, 2014a; Webb, 2002).  New EOC items receive at least 500 field test responses and 
are reviewed by ACT’s content experts, external content reviewers, and fairness 
consultants.  In an effort to support the exam’s purpose of assessing postsecondary 
readiness, EOC items reflect a wide array of relevant scenarios and embed problem 
solving in authentic contexts (ACT, 2014a). 
With regard to reliability, the equal SEM method developed by Kolen (1988) that 
was used to establish the scale scores for the ACT was also used to develop the scale 
scores for the QualityCore tests (ACT, 2014a).  In an effort to avoid confusion with the 
ACT scale or other percentile scores, the scale score range of 125–175 was selected.  To 
control for the variation that may occur between test forms, scores on all forms from the 
same subject are reported as equated scale scores and have the same meaning regardless 
of test form (ACT, 2014a).   
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APPENDIX F 
SCATTER DIAGRAMS 
 
Figure F1.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each End-of-Course (EOC) test 
variable in 2012 and mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
(FRmean).  The diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the 
covariate of free or reduced-price lunch and each EOC variable. Eng = English, Alg2 = 
Algebra 2, US = U.S. History, and Bio = Biology. 
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Figure F2.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each End-of-Course (EOC) test 
variable in 2013 and mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
(FRmean).  The diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the 
covariate of free or reduced-price lunch and each EOC variable. Eng = English, Alg2 = 
Algebra 2, US = U.S. History, and Bio = Biology. 
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Figure F3.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each End-of-Course (EOC) test 
variable in 2014 and mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
(FRmean).  The diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the 
covariate of free or reduced-price lunch and each EOC variable.  Eng = English, Alg2 = 
Algebra 2, US = U.S. History, and Bio = Biology. 
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Figure F4.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each ACT variable in 2012 and 
mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (FRmean).  The 
diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the covariate of free or 
reduced-price lunch and each ACT variable. Read = Reading, Eng = English, Sci = 
Science. 
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Figure F5.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each ACT variable in 2013 and 
mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (FRmean).  The 
diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the covariate of free or 
reduced-price lunch and each ACT variable.  Read = Reading, Eng = English, Sci = 
Science. 
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Figure F6.  Scatter diagrams showing the relationship of each ACT variable in 2014 and 
mean percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (FRmean).  The 
diagrams in the first column show the linear relationships between the covariate of free or 
reduced-price lunch and each ACT variable. Read = Reading, Eng = English, Sci = 
Science. 
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APPENDIX G 
DETAILED MANOVA WITH MODEL AS INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Table G1 
Descriptive Statistics of 2012 End-of-Course (EOC) Test Scores by School Model 
EOC test 2012 Model M SD School N 
English Transformation 40.022 11.3170   9 
 Turnaround 31.560   8.3159 10 
 Total 35.568 10.5044 19 
Algebra 2 Transformation 32.878 12.9481   9 
 Turnaround 32.670 10.9395 10 
 Total 32.768 11.5914 19 
U.S. History Transformation 32.500 11.2696   9 
 Turnaround 20.510 11.5295 10 
 Total 26.189 12.6785 19 
Biology Transformation 25.256   9.8912   9 
 Turnaround 17.410   8.2216 10 
 Total 21.126   9.6684 19 
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Table G2 
Multivariate Analyses of Variance on 2012 End-of-Course (EOC) Tests With Model as 
Independent Variable 
Effect Value F Sig. Partial eta squared 
Intercept     
Pillai’s trace   0.947 62.269a .000 .947 
Wilks’s lambda   0.053 62.269a .000 .947 
Hotelling’s trace 17.791 62.269a .000 .947 
Roy’s largest root 17.791 62.269a .000 .947 
Model     
Pillai’s trace   0.302   1.511a .252 .302 
Wilks’s lambda   0.698   1.511a .252 .302 
Hotelling’s trace   0.432   1.511a .252 .302 
Roy’s largest root   0.432   1.511a .252 .302 
Note. Design: Intercept + Model. For all tests, hypothesis df = 4.0 and error df = 4.0. 
aExact statistic 
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Table G3 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on 2012 End-of-Course Tests 
Dependent  
variable 
Type III sum of 
squares df 
Mean  
square F Sig. 
Partial eta 
squared 
Corrected model       
English    339.201a   1    339.201     3.501 .079 .171 
Algebra 2        0.204b   1        0.204     0.001 .970 .000 
U.S. History    680.969c   1    680.969     5.233 .035 .235 
Biology    291.566d   1    291.566     3.563 .076 .173 
Intercept       
English 24,271.648   1 24,271.648 250.530 .000 .936 
Algebra 2 20,351.895   1 20,351.895 143.069 .000 .894 
U.S. History 13,310.811   1 13,310.811 102.279 .000 .857 
Biology   8,622.709   1   8,622.709 105.379 .000 .861 
Model       
English    339.201   1    339.201     3.501 .079 .171 
Algebra 2        0.204   1        0.204     0.001 .970 .000 
U.S. History    680.969   1    680.969     5.233 .035 .235 
Biology    291.566   1    291.566     3.563 .076 .173 
Error       
English   1,646.980 17      96.881    
Algebra 2   2,418.297 17    142.253    
U.S. History   2,212.409 17    130.142    
Biology   1,391.031 17      81.825    
Total       
English 26,023.320 19     
Algebra 2 22,820.120 19     
U.S. History 15,925.260 19     
Biology 10,162.700 19     
Corrected total       
English   1,986.181 18     
Algebra 2   2,418.501 18     
U.S. History   2,893.378 18     
Biology   1,682.597 18     
aR squared = .171 (adjusted R squared = .122). 
bR squared = .000 (adjusted R squared = –.059). 
cR squared = .235 (adjusted R squared = .190). 
dR squared = .173 (adjusted R squared = .125). 
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Table G4 
Descriptive Statistics of 2014 End-of-Course Test Scores by School Model 
EOC test 2014 Model M SD School N 
English Transformation 46.333   8.6436   9 
 Turnaround 31.570   7.6156 10 
 Total 38.563 10.9344 19 
Algebra 2 Transformation 41.211 19.3452   9 
 Turnaround 25.850 13.8592 10 
 Total 33.126 18.0129 19 
U.S. History Transformation 49.011 12.4927   9 
 Turnaround 39.820 11.5496 10 
 Total 44.174 12.5814 19 
Biology Transformation 30.544   9.2871   9 
 Turnaround 26.230   7.3705 10 
 Total 28.274   8.3901 19 
 
 
Table G5 
Multivariate Analyses of Variance on 2014 EOC Tests With Model as Independent 
Variable 
Effect Value F Sig. Partial eta squared 
Intercept     
Pillai’s trace   0.970 111.611a .000 .970 
Wilks’s lambda   0.030 111.611a .000 .970 
Hotelling’s trace 31.889 111.611a .000 .970 
Roy’s largest root 31.889 111.611a .000 .970 
Model   .019 .546 
Pillai’s trace   0.546     4.211a .019 .546 
Wilks’s lambda   0.454     4.211a .019 .546 
Hotelling’s trace   1.203     4.211a .019 .546 
Roy’s largest root   1.203     4.211a .252 .302 
Note. Design: Intercept + Model. For all tests, hypothesis df = 4.0 and error df = 4.0. 
aExact statistic 
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Table G6 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on 2014 End-of-Course Tests 
Dependent  
variable 
Type III sum of 
squares df 
Mean  
square F Sig. 
Partial eta 
squared 
Corrected model       
English   1,032.423a   1 1,032.423   15.675 .001 .480 
Algebra 2   1,117.723b   1 1,117.723     4.023 .061 .191 
U.S. History      400.152c   1 400.152     2.778 .114 .140 
Biology        88.174d   1 88.174     1.271 .275 .070 
Intercept       
English 28,747.560   1 28,747.560 436.471 .000 .963 
Algebra 2 21,302.491   1 21,302.491   76.683 .000 .819 
U.S. History 37,378.261   1 37,378.261 259.456 .000 .939 
Biology 15,268.441   1 15,268.441 220.170 .000 .928 
Model       
English   1,032.423   1 1,032.423   15.675 .001 .480 
Algebra 2   1,117.723   1 1,117.723     4.023 .061 .191 
U.S. History      400.152   1 400.152     2.778 .114 .140 
Biology        88.174   1 88.174     1.271 .275 .070 
Error       
English   1,119.681 17 65.864    
Algebra 2   4,722.614 17 277.801    
U.S. History   2,449.085 17 144.064    
Biology   1,178.923 17 69.348    
Total       
English 30,407.330 19     
Algebra 2 26,690.040 19     
U.S. History 39,924.210 19     
Biology 16,455.720 19     
Corrected total       
English   2,152.104 18     
Algebra 2   5,840.337 18     
U.S. History   2,849.237 18     
Biology   1,267.097 18     
aR squared = .480 (adjusted R squared = .449). 
bR squared = .191 (adjusted R squared = .144). 
cR squared = .140 (adjusted R squared = .090). 
dR squared = .070 (adjusted R squared = .015). 
 
 240 
Table G7 
Descriptive Statistics of 2012 ACT Scores by School Model 
ACT test 2012 Model M SD School N 
Reading Transformation 17.767 0.8846   9 
 Turnaround 15.780 1.0665 10 
 Total 16.721 1.3982 19 
English Transformation 16.544 1.1193   9 
 Turnaround 14.530 1.1643 10 
 Total 15.484 1.5174 19 
Math Transformation 17.500 0.9247   9 
 Turnaround 16.560 0.7834 10 
 Total 17.005 0.9589 19 
Science Transformation 17.711 0.9280   9 
 Turnaround 16.340 0.9652 10 
 Total 16.989 1.1590 19 
 
Table G8 
Multivariate Analyses of Variance on 2012 ACT Scores With Model as Independent 
Variable 
Effect Value F Sig. Partial eta squared 
Intercept     
Pillai’s trace     0.999 2,331.826a .000 .999 
Wilks’s lambda     0.001 2,331.826a .000 .999 
Hotelling’s trace 666.236 2,331.826a .000 .999 
Roy’s largest root 666.236 2,331.826a .000 .999 
Model     
Pillai’s trace     0.540        4.114a .021 .540 
Wilks’s lambda     0.460        4.114a .021 .540 
Hotelling’s trace     1.175        4.114a .021 .540 
Roy’s largest root     1.175        4.114a .021 .540 
Note. Design: Intercept + Model. For all tests, hypothesis df = 4.0 and error df = 4.0. 
aExact statistic 
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Table G9 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on 2012 ACT Scores 
Dependent  
variable 
Type III sum of 
squares df 
Mean  
square F Sig. 
Partial eta 
squared 
Corrected model       
Reading      18.696a   1 18.696 19.267 .000 .531 
English      19.222b   1 19.222 14.704 .001 .464 
Math        4.185c   1 4.185 5.755 .028 .253 
Science        8.905d   1 8.905 9.912 .006 .368 
Intercept       
Reading 5,330.742   1 5,330.742 5,493.611 .000 .997 
English 4,573.995   1 4,573.995 3,498.948 .000 .995 
Math 5,495.133   1 5,495.133 7,555.585 .000 .998 
Science 5,492.265   1 5,492.265 6,113.349 .000 .997 
Model       
Reading      18.696   1 18.696 19.267 .000 .531 
English      19.222   1 19.222 14.704 .001 .464 
Math        4.185   1 4.185 5.755 .028 .253 
Science        8.905   1 8.905 9.912 .006 .368 
Error       
Reading      16.496 17 .970    
English      22.223 17 1.307    
Math      12.364 17 .727    
Science      15.273 17 .898    
Total       
Reading 5,347.470 19     
English 4,596.900 19     
Math 5,510.950 19     
Science 5,508.380 19     
Corrected total       
Reading      35.192 18     
English      41.445 18     
Math      16.549 18     
Science      24.178 18     
aR squared = .531 (adjusted R squared = .504). 
bR squared = .464 (adjusted R squared = .432). 
cR squared = .253 (adjusted R squared = .209). 
dR squared = .368 (adjusted R squared = .331). 
 
 242 
Table G10 
Descriptive Statistics of 2014 ACT Scores by School Model 
ACT test 2014 Model M SD School N 
Reading Transformation 18.422 1.1032   9 
 Turnaround 16.240 0.8369 10 
 Total 17.274 1.4643 19 
English Transformation 17.056 1.2310   9 
 Turnaround 14.960 1.0416 10 
 Total 15.953 1.5400 19 
Math Transformation 18.033 1.0247   9 
 Turnaround 16.740 0.7863 10 
 Total 17.353 1.1027 19 
Science Transformation 18.400 0.9407   9 
 Turnaround 16.870 0.6360 10 
 Total 17.595 1.1007 19 
 
Table G11 
Multivariate Analyses of Variance for 2014 ACT Scores With Model as Independent 
Variable 
Effect Value F Sig. Partial eta squared 
Intercept     
Pillai’s trace      0.998 2,066.126a .000 .998 
Wilks’s lambda      0.002 2,066.126a .000 .998 
Hotelling’s trace 590.322 2,066.126a .000 .998 
Roy’s largest root 590.322 2,066.126a .000 .998 
Model     
Pillai’s trace      0.587 4.969a .021 .587 
Wilks’s lambda      0.413 4.969a .021 .587 
Hotelling’s trace      1.420 4.969a .021 .587 
Roy’s largest root      1.420 4.969a .021 .587 
Note. Design: Intercept + Model. For all tests, hypothesis df = 4.0 and error df = 4.0. 
aExact statistic 
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Table G12 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on 2014 ACT Scores 
Dependent  
variable 
Type III sum of 
squares df 
Mean  
square F Sig. 
Partial eta 
squared 
Corrected model       
Reading      22.557a   1 22.557 23.908 .000 .584 
English      20.801b   1 20.801 16.157 .001 .487 
Math        7.923c   1 7.923 9.646 .006 .362 
Science      11.088d   1 11.088 17.583 .001 .508 
Intercept       
Reading 5,691.172   1 5,691.172 6,031.958 .000 .997 
English 4,855.243   1 4,855.243 3,771.283 .000 .996 
Math 5,727.717   1 5,727.717 6,973.016 .000 .998 
Science 5,892.503   1 5,892.503 9,343.583 .000 .998 
Model       
Reading      22.557   1 22.557 23.908 .000 .584 
English      20.801   1 20.801 16.157 .001 .487 
Math        7.923   1 7.923 9.646 .006 .362 
Science      11.088   1 11.088 17.583 .001 .508 
Error       
Reading      16.040 17 0.944    
English      21.886 17 1.287    
Math      13.964 17 0.821    
Science      10.721 17 0.631    
Total       
Reading 5,707.820 19     
English 4,877.930 19     
Math 5,743.050 19     
Science 5,903.730 19     
Corrected total       
Reading      38.597 18     
English      42.687 18     
Math      21.887 18     
Science      21.809 18     
aR squared = .584 (adjusted R squared = .560). 
bR squared = .487 (adjusted R squared = .457). 
cR squared = .362 (adjusted R squared = .324). 
dR squared = .508 (adjusted R squared = .480). 
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    CURRICULUM VITAE 
  
KATHRYN N. ZEITZ 
12513 Valley Pine Dr. 
Louisville, KY  40299 
(502) 345-2159 
katy.zeitz@jefferson.kyschools.us 
 
EDUCATION 
 
•  Ed.D., Administration and Educational Leadership; University of 
Louisville; Louisville, KY; Projected Completion, May 2015 
• Rank 1, University of Louisville; Louisville, KY; Awarded May 2000 
• MAT, Art Education; University of Louisville; Louisville, KY; Awarded 
May 2000 
• Bachelors of Art, Fine Arts; University of Louisville; Louisville, KY; 
Awarded May 1998 
 
CERTIFICATIONS 
 
• Professional Certificate for Educational Leadership, Level 2; University of 
Louisville; Louisville, KY; Awarded May 2009 
• Professional Certificate for Educational Leadership, Level 1; University of 
Louisville, Louisville, KY; Awarded May 2003 
• Kentucky Teaching Certificate, Visual Art, Grades K-12 
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EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
 
2011 - 2015 Principal 
  Waggener High School 
  Jefferson County Public Schools 
  Louisville, KY 
 
2010 - 2011 Assistant Principal 
  Ballard High School 
  Jefferson County Public Schools  
 Louisville, KY  
 
2009 - 2010 Principal Intern 
Fairdale High School MCA & Valley Traditional High School 
Jefferson County Public Schools 
Louisville, KY 
 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY (continued) 
 
2004- 2009 Assistant Principal 
  Ballard High School 
  Jefferson County Public Schools  
 Louisville, KY  
 
2000 – 2004 Teacher 
  Ballard High School 
  Jefferson County Public Schools 
  Louisville, KY 
 
LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES 
 
2013 - Present Co-Chair, Ford NGL Strand 3 Committee 
2013 - 2014  President, Jefferson County Association of School Administrators 
2013 - Present Membership Chairperson, Younger Women’s Club 
2013   Graduate, Principal Institute, Center for Creative Leadership 
2013 Presenter, Importance of Political Savvy and Innovative 
Partnerships in School Turnaround, AASA National Conference 
2012 - 2013  President Elect, Jefferson County Association of School   
   Administrators 
2012 - 2013  Charities Committee, Younger Women’s Club 
2012 - Present Committee Member, Ford NGL Strand 3 Committee 
2011 - Present Graduation Planning Committee, Jefferson County Public Schools 
2012 - Present Principal Delegate, Wilson Wyatt Debate League 
2011 - 2012  Committee Chairperson, AdvancED – SACS/CASI 
   John Hardin High School 
2010 - 2011  Committee Chairperson, AdvancED – SACS/CASI 
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   Oldham County High School 
2010 - 2011  Presenter, Teamwork Makes the Dream Work, KASC Conference,  
Louisville, KY 
2009 - 2010  Principal Intern, Jefferson County Public Schools 
2009 - 2010  President, Jefferson County Assistant Principal’s Association 
2009 - 2010 Board of Directors, Jefferson County Association of School 
Administrators 
2009 - 2010  Mentor, Indiana Wesleyan Principal Licensure Program 
2009 - 2010  Committee Chairperson, AdvancED - SACS/CASI 
   Bardstown High School 
2009 - 2010  Committee Member, AdvancED - SACS/CASI 
   Lafayette High School 
2009 - 2010  Graduate, Focus Louisville Program 
2008 - 2009  President Elect, Jefferson County Assistant Principal’s Association 
2008 - 2009 Member of Board of Directors, Jefferson County Association of 
School Administrators 
2007 - 2008  Committee Member, AdvancED - SACS/CASI 
   North Bullitt High School 
2007 - 2008  Secretary, Jefferson County Assistant Principal’s Association 
 
PROFESSIONAL DUTIES and ACTIVITIES 
 
As Principal: 
 
• Led Waggener High School in a turnaround initiative, improving the school’s 
performance from the 6th percentile to the 41st percentile in Kentucky over a 
three-year period. 
• Increased the graduation rate for students by approximately fifty percent since 
the 2011-2012 school year. 
• Collaborated with the Area Assistant Superintendent on multiple initiatives to 
help the school emerge from Priority Status. 
• Wrote and secured School Improvement Grant ($900,000) to facilitate the 
necessary resources for the turnaround process at Waggener High School, 
managing implementations and writing amendments as necessary. 
• Facilitated the merger of Waggener High School and Myers Middle School, 
including re-staffing and reorganizing the roles and responsibilities of teachers 
and administrators. 
• Fostered partnerships between the school and multiple businesses, post-
secondary institutions, and community agencies to generate positive 
opportunities and experiences for students. 
• Communicated and collaborated with the local media to showcase both 
Waggener High School and Myers Middle School. 
• Created a systemic structure of professional support for administrators and 
teachers. 
• Worked extensively with the Career-Themed High School Initiative/5-Star 
Schools, including the addition of the medical pathway for students at 
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Waggener High Schools resulting in partnerships with the medical 
community. 
• Articulated the school’s mission and vision daily to students, teachers, 
administrators, parents, and community members. 
• Coordinated multiple off-site instructional conferences for teachers and 
administrators to interact with nationally recognized, award-winning experts 
in education. 
  
As Principal Intern: 
 
• Fostered a professional learning community focused on student learning and 
achievement by facilitating the Instructional Leadership Team at Fairdale. 
• Demonstrated values, beliefs, and attitudes, that influence higher levels of 
performance from others, as well as dignified treatment and respect of one 
another by chairing and participating on SACS/CASI accreditation visits in 
other counties. 
• Cultivated sophisticated avenues of political resources to increase student 
achievement, while acting as a member of the Humanities, International 
Studies, and Education Design Team as they develop the structure of the 
career theme, its majors, its course sequences, marketing materials, and plans 
for roll out next year. 
• Supported the role of leadership and shared decision making in school 
improvement planning by assisting Fairdale’s SBDM in writing new policies, 
editing outdated policies, and assisting them with altering their committee 
structure at the district and state level.  
 
 
As Principal Intern (continued): 
 
• Helped develop, support, and enhance the local school mission statement and 
vision by acting as the chairperson of the Comprehensive School 
Improvement Planning Committee at Fairdale and ultimately, with 
stakeholder input, drafting and submitting their CSIP. 
• Demonstrated knowledge of quality staff characteristics by collaborating with 
others to hire classified and certified staff at Fairdale High School. 
• Established a system to build an ever-growing knowledge base of instructional 
strategies, within the school, yielding results by leading professional 
development and faculty meetings to inform and train Fairdale’s staff on 
strategies and programs being implemented by all teachers. 
 
As Assistant Principal: 
 
• Collaborated with fellow administrators to provide a safe learning 
environment for all students at Ballard High School. 
• Directed student services through evaluating and supervising counselors, 
overseeing new student programs, and improving customer service operations. 
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• Worked with teachers to analyze student work, offer insight in improving their 
instruction by conducting formal evaluations, leading quality teams, and 
providing regular feedback on engagement and challenge level through 
learning walks. 
• Created a master schedule for all students based on students’ requests, staffing 
projections, and instructional offerings. 
• Led professional development and faculty meetings to inform and train staff. 
• Coached teachers with successful classroom management skills. 
• Supported students and families through progressive discipline program.   
• Analyzed, organized, and coordinated pertinent data the assessment for 
Ballard High School. 
• Cultivated a partnership with parents to support attendance initiatives at the 
Ballard Parent Teacher Association meetings, planning PTSA events, and 
coordinating Parent Teacher Conferences.   
• Assisted with resource management through developing the budget, creating 
Ballard’s copy center, and overseeing teacher supply spending. 
• Supervised students at extracurricular and athletic activities. 
 
SELECTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
2014 Awarded the Hilliard Lyons Schools of Excellence Priority School 
Award for Best School Turnaround  
2013  Awarded the Russell Garth Leadership Award  
2010 Selected as the JCPS Outstanding High School Assistant Principal 
of the Year 
2010 Awarded the Louisville Defender Professional Achievement 
Award 
1997  Jeanine S. Triplett Outstanding Alumni Leadership Award 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
 
 AASA - American Association of School Administrators 
 ASCD - Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development 
KASA - Kentucky Association of School Administrators 
KLA - Kentucky Leadership Academy 
JCASA - Jefferson County Association of School Administrators 
 YWC - Younger Women’s Club of Louisville 
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           CURRICULUM VITAE 
 
SARAH L. HITCHINGS 
 
3808 Manner Dale Dr. 
Louisville, KY 40220 
(502) 594-6537 
sarah.hitchings@jefferson.kyschools.us 
 
EDUCATION Doctor of Education, Ed.D. ---------------------------------- May, 2015 
  University of Louisville: Louisville, KY 
  Leadership, Foundations & Human Resource Education (ELFH) 
 
 Educational Leadership Licensure ----------------February 25, 2009 
  Indiana University Southeast: New Albany, IN   
   
 National Board Certification------------------------December 16, 2006 
  Adolescence and Young Adulthood/English Language Arts 
 
 Master of Education---------------------------------------August 7, 2004 
  Regent University: Virginia Beach, VA    
    
 Bachelor of Arts in English/Secondary Education-----May 12, 2001 
  Bellarmine University: Louisville, KY 
 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
 
2013-current Assistant Principal, Grades 9-12 
 Waggener High School 
 Jefferson County Public Schools 
 Louisville, KY 
 
2009-2013 Assistant Principal, Grades 9-12 
 Valley High School 
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 Jefferson County Public Schools 
 Louisville, KY 
 
 As an assistant principal, I assume a variety of responsibilities 
associated with school management and instructional leadership.  I 
have worked to establish my school as a true professional learning 
community, enlisting all staff members as significant stakeholders in 
improving student achievement.  Examples of my leadership 
responsibilities include the following:   
 
 Execution of school’s progressive discipline plan in best interest of 
students and families 
 Teacher evaluation through classroom observations and work in 
collaborative teams 
 Transportation scheduling and supervision 
 Supervision of students at extracurricular and athletic activities 
 Instructional Lead, analyzing performance results with teachers 
and creating action plans 
 Creation of Master Schedule allowing for content-like and grade 
level common planning time 
 Facilitation and supervision of Professional Learning Communities 
(PLCs) 
 Chair of Curriculum Committee, Advisory Committee, and 
Program Review Team 
 Development of a three tiered system of school-wide interventions 
 Planning and implementation of Professional Development Plan, 
facilitating professional development to address identified 
teachers’ needs throughout the year 
 Coordination and implementation of I3, ACT NOW, and 
College/Career Readiness grants 
 Creation and implementation of a Freshman Transition Program 
 Administration of school’s Freshman Academy 
 Administration of school’s Medical, Health, & the Environment 
Program 
 Creation of school’s Consolidated School Improvement Plan 
(CSIP) 
 Oversight of continued vertical collaborative efforts with feeder 
middle schools  
 
2001-2009 English Teacher and Literacy Lead, Grades 9-12 
  Valley High School 
  Jefferson County Public Schools 
  Louisville, KY 
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As a teacher leader, I worked with teachers across my school and district 
to establish a culture of literacy and support students’ development as 
proficient readers and writers.  Examples of my responsibilities  
include the following:  
 
 Collaborate with team teachers to ensure student success during 
the critical first year of high school 
 Pilot Ramp Up to Advanced Literacy, a course for struggling 9th 
and 10th grade readers 
 Facilitate and participate in on-going district and school based 
professional development 
 Communicate information about the Secondary Literacy Initiative 
to administration, teachers and parents 
 Serve as school’s key contact person on literacy issues 
 Discuss best practices and share examples of student work with 
other teachers 
 Develop a school reading plan, discuss literacy issues, and acquire 
literacy materials 
 Coordinate and monitor the cross-age tutoring program, the 25 
Book Campaign, and the school-wide reading plan 
 Collect, record, analyze school-wide reading data to plan 
instruction and develop professional development 
 Support literacy development of all content areas 
 Develop, implement, and monitor 10th grade reading Novice 
Intervention and Enrichment plan 
 Implement Collegial Partnership program within the English 
Department 
 
 
ADDITIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES 
 
2013-Present Administrative Lead, Freshman Academy, Waggener High School 
2013-Present Administrative Lead, Medical Health Environment (MHE) Program, 
  Waggener High School 
2013-Present Committee Chairperson, Program Review Committee, Waggener High  
 School 
2013-Present Committee Member, Instructional Leadership Team, Waggener High  
 School 
2011-2012 Principal Intern, Jefferson County Public Schools, Principal 
  shadowing at Waggener and Western High Schools 
2011-Present Committee Member, Medical Health Environment (MHE) Advisory  
 Council 
2011-Present Committee Chairperson, Program Review Committee, Valley High  
 School 
2009-Present Committee Chairperson, Curriculum Committee, Valley High School 
2009-Present Committee Chairperson, Professional Development Committee,  
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 Valley High School 
2008-2009 Principals for Tomorrow, Jefferson County Public Schools,  
 Administrator Development Program 
2008-Present Committee Chairperson, Advisory Committee, Valley High School 
2006-Present Committee Member, Instructional Leadership Team, Valley High 
  School 
2005-2009 Committee Member, District Secondary Literacy Work Committee,  
 Jefferson County Public Schools 
2005-2009 Committee Member, Site-Based Decision Making Council, Valley 
  High School 
 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
 
AASA, American Association of School Administrators 
ASCD, Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development 
JCAPA, Jefferson County Assistant Principals Association 
JCASA, Jefferson County Association of School Administrators 
NASSP, National Association of Secondary School Principals 
NCTE, National Council of Teachers of English 
NEA, National Education Association 
ODK, Omicron Delta Kappa National Leadership Society 
 
HONORS AND AWARDS  
 
2012 Jefferson County Public Schools Outstanding High School Assistant  
 Principal of the Year 
2006 National Board Certification, AYA/ELA 
2001 Summa Cum Laude Graduate, Bellarmine University 
2001 Student of the Year, Thornton School of Education, Bellarmine University 
2001  Faculty Merit Award in Undergraduate Education, Bellarmine University 
2001 In Veritatis Amore Finalist, Bellarmine University 
2001 Kappa Gamma Pi Scholastic Honor Society 
2001 Who’s Who Among Students in American Colleges and Universities 
2001 Bellarmine University Service Award 
1997 Women’s Basketball Scholarship, Bellarmine University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
